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ABSTRACT
RETHINKING PERSON-ORGANIZATION FIT: OPERATIONALIZATION AND MEASUREMENT OF
PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL FIT
SEPTEMBER 2017
BEN BULMASH, B.Sc., BEN GURION UNIVERSITY
M.B.A., TEL-AVIV UNIVERSITY
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Ron Karren and Professor David Lepak

Person-environment (PE) fit research embodies the premise that attitudes and
behaviors result not from the person or environment separately, rather, from the relationship
between the two. Person-organization (P-O) fit is a key facet of PE fit, which pertains to the
similarity or match between individuals and their organizations. A major area of P -O fit research
studies the employees’ perception of fit. This line of work asks people to report their fit with the
organization, and then correlates this measurement with outcomes of interest such as job
satisfaction, intention to leave, and organizational commitment. While fit researchers tend to
pay little attention to individuals’ conceptualization of the organization in their report of P-O fit,
recent research suggests that there are two ways in which people conceptualize their
organizations. First, the organization is conceptualized as an abstract entity that has goals,
values, rules, and procedures (referred to as PS-PO or person-system fit in this work). Second,
the organization is conceived as the sum or aggregate of people in it (PP-PO or person-person
fit). In this case, it is the aggregate of people’s values, goals, and personalities that comprise the
reference for one’s fit assessment. The results of this study provide the first empirical support
for this proposed split. The results demonstrate that mixing the two conceptualizations of fit
vi

results in a problematic operationalization of P-O fit. Also, the two proposed measures, when
used together, provide improved predictive capability of key outcomes of interest. When the
relationship of key organizational outcomes with PP-PO and PS-PO fit was tested, the findings
show, as expected, that PP-PO fit was more strongly related to outcomes that are associated
with people who work for the organization, such as the worker’s team and supervisor. However,
the unique role of PS-PO seem to be less straightforward, and further research is requi red to
unveil its unique significance in predicting outcomes of interest. Finally, this research provides
scholars as well as practitioners with two newly and rigorously developed scales of perceived
organizational fit. Future work is required to demonstrate whether this split is conductive to
theoretical advancement in the study of perceived P-O fit.
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CHAPTER 1
UNTANGLING THE PERSON-ORGANIZATION FIT CONCEPT

1.1 Introduction
Person-environment (PE) research embodies the premise that attitudes and behaviors
result not from the person or environment separately, rather, from the relationship between
the two (Edwards, 1996; Lewin, 1935). PE research most often includes the study of person-job
fit, person-organization fit, person-vocation fit, person-group fit, and person-supervisor fit
(Kristof‐Brown & Billsberry, 2013; Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). Research
suggests that these different types of fit only moderately relate to one another (Greguras &
Diefendorff, 2009; Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). Although all types of fit make
a substantial contribution to work outcomes, in this research I focus on person-organization (PO) fit as the topic of interest.
P-O fit is an important topic of research since it impacts individuals and organizations to
a large extent (Kristof‐Brown & Billsberry, 2013). Among other outcomes, P-O fit is positively
associated with organizational commitment, job satisfaction, citizenship behavior, well-being,
and performance, and negatively associated with intention to leave, stress, burnout, and
organizational deviant behavior (Brown & Trevino, 2006; Kristof, 1996; Leung, 2013; Sagiv &
Schwartz, 2000; Siegall & McDonald, 2004; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003). Researchers have
also found that P-O fit enhances communication, predictability, and trust between members of
the organization (Edwards & Cable, 2009; Meglino & Ravlin, 1998). Furthermore, an individual is
more likely to help the larger causes of an organization when he or she shares the organization’s
values (Cable & DeRue, 2002). Therefore, not surprisingly, employees are commonly hired not
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just to fit a particular job, but also to fit the characteristics (e.g., social environment, culture) of
the organization (Bowen, Ledford, & Nathan, 1991).
P-O fit research has given the greatest attention to individual-level consequences
(Ostroff & Schulte, 2007). And, among the individual-level consequences studied, researchers
most often look at the association between P-O fit and job satisfaction, intention to leave the
organization, and organizational commitment (Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005;
Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003). In comparison, other important outcomes such as
organizational citizenship behavior and perceived organizational justice tend to receive less
attention in research. Thus, I offer, there is a rather limited variety in the types of P-O fit
antecedents and consequences studied. Hence, the contribution of the P-O fit concept to the
broader organizational literature may be rather limited.
A review of the literature suggests that there are a variety of definitions to P-O fit.
Kristof (1996) defines P–O fit as ‘‘the compatibility between people and organizations that
occurs when: (a) at least one entity provides what the other needs, or (b) they share similar
fundamental characteristics, or (c) both’’. Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, & Erez (2001) refer to
P-O fit as the “degree of similarity” between individuals and their organizations. Edwards and
Billsberry (2010) suggest that fit exists when the personality of the individual matches the
“personality” of the organization. And according to Chatman (1989a), P-O fit refers to the
degree, to which the organizational norms, values, and goals (the E or O component) meet the
needs, values, and goals of the employee (the P component). Similar-to-me phenomenon is
considered a primary driving force in how individuals evaluate their P-O fit (Piasentin &
Chapman, 2007). This variety of definitions suggests that authors may refer to different things in
their analysis of the P-O fit phenomenon.
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One avenue that scholars take in untangling the P-O fit concept is referring to people’s
perceptions of fit. According to Kristof‐Brown and Billsberry (2013), we have limited knowledge
about “how people experience the state of fit or misfit” (p. 4). “We have forgotten to do the
initial exploratory work to understand what constitutes employees’ sense of fit” (Billsberry,
Talbot, & Ambrosini, 2013, p. 125). As a result, there is a growing interest and need in research
of the construct perceived fit, which until recently “has attracted comparatively little research”
(Kristof‐Brown & Billsberry, 2013, p. 5). These statements from leading PE fit scholars suggest
that P-O fit research can benefit from better understanding of what fit actually means to
individuals and what it actually stands for in the mind of the members of the organization. While
self-reported measures of fit (also regarded as ‘direct fit’, Judge and Cable, 1997) have been
commonly applied in the P-O fit literature (Vveinhardt & Gulbovaite, 2014), there is still a lack of
understanding of what perceived fit really indicates. According to O’Reilly, Chatman, and
Caldwell (1991), “the definition of fit remains a critical and largely unanswered question” (p.
489). As a result of this state of the literature, Piasentin and Chapman (2006) call for future
research in “developing and then adopting a comprehensive and validated measure of
subjective P-O fit” (p. 215). All the above suggests that there is a need for research that can
better explain perceived organizational fit and, in turn, contribute to the validation of its
measurement. This study connects to these needs in fit research.

1.2 Theoretical background
Edwards (2008) argues that “strong P-E theory should clearly define person and
environment constructs that make up fit” (p. 171). Chuang, Hsu, Wang, and Judge (2015)
likewise state that the essential parameters of PE fit include the conception of a person as well
as the interpretation of an environment. Thus, when researchers ask employees to report their
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perceived fit with the organization (e.g., “How well do you think you fit in the organization?”;
Kristof‐Brown & Billsberry, 2013, p. 4), it is important to clearly define what “organization”
stands for in people’s minds. It is argued that “organizational theorists, like scientists from other
disciplines, often approach their subject from a frame of reference based upon assumptions that
are taken-for-granted” (Morgan, 1980; p. 605). Therefore, researchers may interpret people’s fit
perception according to the researchers’ own conception of the O component. According to
Kristof-Brown, Jansen, and Colbert (2002), it is “often left to the individual to interpret the
parameters of the work domain” (p. 985), rather than clarifying which type of fit is under
investigation. The conceptualization of the environment, namely the organization, has received
limited attention by scholars who measure P-O fit perceptions. Previous research has already
challenged scholars’ taken-for-granted conception of the organization (Smircich, 1983). To date,
we have little insight on how the organization, and therefore organizational fit, is conceptualized
by members of the organization. It is important that researchers consider the role of language in
people’s description and report of reality (Boje, Oswick, & Ford, 2004). If we are interested in
organizational fit perceptions, it is crucial that we understand people’s concepts of their
organizations.

1.2.1 Two conceptualizations of the organization
Research suggests that there are two primary ways in which individuals conceptualize
the organization. In the first, the organization is conceptualized as an abstract purposeful entity
that has a structure, processes, organizational goals, culture, climate, organizational values,
strategy, etc. (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). In this ‘macro’ approach many of these organizational
attributes are understood by researchers to be at least partially determined by the
organization’s environment and its strategic position in that environment (Van Vianen, 2000).
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Namely, this perspective suggests that organizational structure, processes, values, and goals are
subjected to internal and external forces, which drive organizations to become more or less
similar (isomorphic) to other companies within an industry (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Hannan &
Freeman, 1977; Scott, 1987) in a way that secures internal as well as external legitimacy and
reduces turbulence in the environment (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). These
macro-level organizational characteristics are considered fundamental and enduring, and to a
degree independent of the occupants of the organization (Chatman, 1991; Katz & Kahn, 1978).
From this perspective, when assessing fit with the organization, members evaluate their
fit with fundamental and enduring organizational attributes. Organizational members consider
fit between their values and the organizational culture and values, fit between their personal
goals and the goals of the organization, or fit between their personality and the climate or
“personality” of the organization (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Deng, Guan, Bond, Zhang, & Hu, 2011;
O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991; Saks & Ashforth, 1997). Although the P and E components
are functionally similar in nature and have the same general meaning, they are not identical nor
are they completely isomorphic (Ostroff & Schulte, 2007).
In the second way, the organization is conceived as the total of its members. The
organization is the sum of the people in it (“the people make the place”; Schneider, 1987). In
this concept, if the organization has personality, this personality is based on those individuals
who make up the organization. This is a micro-level conception of the organization (Ostroff &
Schulte, 2007). From this person-level perspective, when asked to assess their fit with the
organization, individuals evaluate the degree of similarity between themselves and other people
they know within the organization. In contrast to person-group fit, in the case of P-O fit
individuals may evaluate their similarity to people outside their immediate work group. This is
an aggregated evaluation in which individuals compare their demographic characteristics,
5

personalities, values, and goals to those of other members of the organization. In this
perspective, identical elements are considered for both the P and E components (Ostroff &
Schulte, 2007), wherein one’s personality is compared with others’ personality, personal values
are compared with others’ values, and personal goals are compared with others’ goals. Here,
similar-to-me phenomenon is a driving force in how individuals evaluate their organizational fit
(Piasentin & Chapman, 2007).
This concept of the organization is constitutive to the ASA (attraction, selection,
attrition) framework. The ASA framework “proposes that three processes – attraction, selection,
and attrition – result in organizations containing people with distinct personalities” (Schneider,
Goldstiein, & Smith, 1995, p. 749). Namely, these three processes, along with organizational
socialization processes (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979) create a homogeneous workforce within
an organization, wherein members who do not fit tend to leave. While some studies found
support for this hypothesis (O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991), recent meta-analyses show
that there is only limited support for this assertion (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof‐Brown,
Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003). For instance, Kristof‐Brown,
Zimmerman, and Johnson (2005) found a small ρ of -.08 between P-O fit and actual turnover.
The research field of organizational fit is currently split between these two viewpoints of
the organization. While some studies take a macro perspective and look at the fit between the
individual and organizational features (e.g., Cable & Edwards, 2004; Chatman, 1991), others are
more interested in the worker’s sense of fitting in and the individual (micro) differences
between members of the organization (e.g., Cooper-Thomas & Wright, 2013; Elfenbein &
O'Reilly, 2007; Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987). Supeli and Creed (2013) refer to this split in the
literature:
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“There is variability also in measuring P-O fit because of the operational definition of
organization. Some P-O fit studies have focused on people as the representatives of the
organization… while others have operationalized the organization as an entity in
general”. (p. 4)

Only in recent years, it seems, authors have begun to make more explicit this difference
in conceptualizations of the environment and offer the importance of both perspectives in the
understanding of organizational fit. Resick, Giberson, Dickson, Wynne, and Bajdo (2013) explain
that “people find relevant cues about an organization’s environment through the characteristics
of other members (micro level)… and the organization’s goals, structures, systems, and practices
(macro level)” (p. 104). Billsberry, Marsh, and Moss-Jones (2004) as well as Cooper-Thomas and
Wright (2013) provide initial evidence that employees consider both organizational features and
employees in the organization in their conceptualizations of organizational fit. According to
Schneider (1973), “people have such conceptions because they need them as frames of
reference against which to judge the appropriateness of their planned behavior” (p. 5).
Ostroff and Schulte (2007), in Ostroff and Judge’s seminal book Perspectives on
Organizational Fit, explain that congruence can manifest as fit among personal characteristics of
people as well as fit between personal characteristics and a feature of the contextual
environment. They add:
“Both person-based and situation-based views of the environment appear to have merit
and should be treated as person-person (PP) and person-situation (PS) fit, respectively.
An environment that is defined through the personal characteristics of those within it
(e.g., aggregated personality, values, goals, and abilities) is fundamentally different
conceptualization from an environment defined as a contextual or situational attribute
(e.g., culture, climate, organizational goals, and job demands).” (p. 14)

Van Vianen (2000) similarly calls for distinction between an environment based on
personal characteristics of the people in that environment and an environment based on a
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separate contextual or situational construct. It should be noted that both types of fit described
by Ostroff and Schulte (2007), PP and PS, are at the individual level of analysis, in which the P
factor and outcomes are at the individual level. Fit in different levels of analysis can be
conceptualized. For instance, Ostroff and Schulte (2007) refer to situation-situation (SS) or
system fit, wherein fit between different elements of the environment (e.g., organizational
goals, climate, and rules) is considered (p. 39). However, such higher-levels of analysis are
outside the scope of this paper. In this paper I adopt Ostroff and Schulte’s terminology so that
PP-PO fit indicates fit with the environment based on the characteristics of the people in it,
whereas PS-PO fit specifies fit with the environment based on the macro-level features of the
organization. These new labels are useful here because they avoid confusion between the
measures developed and used in this study and those used in prior work.
Piasentin and Chapman (2006) support this distinction in conceptualization of the
environment:
“We identified two distinct ways of how the O-component of subjective P-O fit has been
operationalized in the literature. One method consists of asking employees to consider
the organization’s characteristics (e.g., its values, mission, etc.). The other method
consists of asking employees to consider the people in the organization.” (p. 208)

Yet another way to think about this distinction in the existing literature on fit is to
consider the study of organizational fit in the context of organizational change. Organizational
change is a phenomenon of interest in the study of fit (e.g., Cal dwell, Herold, & Fedor, 2004;
Meyer, Hecht, Gill, & Toplonytsky, 2010) due to its most important consequences in regard to
workers’ experience of fit. First, organizational change processes can modify long-held
fundamental organizational attributes (e.g., processes, values, strategy). In this case, workers
who experienced high PS-PO fit with fundamental organizational features before the change,
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may not readily adopt the newly introduced goals, values, or processes, and may as a result
react in a negative way to the transformation. Second, organizational change may lead to a
substantial change in the composition of manpower in the workplace (for instance, in the case
of downsizing, mergers, restructuring). In this case, workers who interacted with a certain group
of people on an ongoing basis, and had created certain social networks and support systems in
the workplace, might not have the same relationships available after a major organizational
transformation. Individuals who experienced high level of PP-PO fit with members of the
organization before the change, may not ‘get along’ with the new composition of workers.
Notably, workers may experience both types of changes simultaneously – both in fundamental
organizational attributes and in the composition of members in the workplace.
Nonetheless, while negative outcomes are expected for most individuals, for some
individuals congruence with the organization can actually increase. Low-fit individuals may find
the new goals and values or new work relationships a better match for themselves. Accordingly,
studying P-O fit in the context of organizational change requires two separate
conceptualizations of the organization. Certainly, change in organizational features does not
mean the same thing as change in the organizational manpower composition, just as fit with
organizational features (PS-PO fit) does not mean the same thing as fit with members of the
organization (PP-PO fit).
All the above suggests that there are two distinguishable conceptions of the
organization when evaluating organizational fit. Individuals may consider the people in the
organization as reference or they may refer to the characteristics of the abstract organizational
entity in their concept formation of the organization, and in turn, in their perception of
organizational fit.
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A review of the literature suggests that only recently a number of fit scholars have
begun to make note of the difference between the two conceptualizations of the environment.
The great majority of fit researchers, to date, have not paid attention to differences in
conceptualizations of the organization. Piasentin and Chapman (2006) argue that “it is apparent,
however, that researchers generally do not distinguish between these two points of reference in
their operationalization of P-O fit” (p. 208). Only “recent studies… have begun to examine how
superordinate perceptions of overall fit underlie more specific dimensions of fit. These types of
studies help us better understand what underlies people’s perceptions of fit” (K ristof‐Brown &
Billsberry, 2013).
In this paper, I challenge fit scholars’ tendency to ignore the large discrepancy between
two conceptualizations of the organization. As I explain in this work, perceived fit may indicate
two very different things – fit with people in the organization (PP-PO fit) or fit with fundamental
and enduring characteristics of the organization (PS-PO fit). Mixing these two conceptualizations
or disregarding their differences may result in a problematic conceptualization and
operationalization of P-O fit, which in turn could yield misleading research results. For instance,
if the case that one type of fit is high and the other one is low, a mixed P-O fit scale may indicate
an average level of fit, a level that neither properly describes the experience of the high or low
perceived fit. In this case, both the negative experience of low fit and the positive experience of
high fit might be overlooked.
PP-PO fit and PS-PO fit consist of two fundamentally different conceptualizations of fit
(Ostroff & Schulte, 2007). I argue in this work that the presently used construct of P-O fit lacks
conceptual clarity as scholars tend to blend two different concepts that require two separate
sets of items, as will be explained below. According to Spector (1992), “the content of complex
constructs can only be adequately covered by a scale with multiple subscales” (p. 16). The
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variety of P-O fit definitions (see Page 3) also suggests the value in a more comprehensive view
of perceived fit, one that will enable researchers to better communicate the meaning of their
research findings to other organizational scholars and practitioners.

1.2.2 Problems with a single concept of organizational fit
Much of the fit research to date has blurred the two distinct conceptualizations of the O
component and embed both types of organizational fit (PP-PO and PS-PO) on a single scale.
According to Piasentin and Chapman (2006), about 40 percent of the studies include both types
of items in their measures of organizational fit. More so, one of the most oft used P-O fit scales
simultaneously has both types of fit in a single item: “I feel my values “match” or fit this
organization and the current employees in this organization” (Cable & Judge, 1996). This is
undesirable since “each item should express one and only one idea. When more than one idea is
expressed in an item, respondents can become confused. They may find their response to each
different idea in the item is different.” (Spector, 1992, p. 23). This undesirable situation results
in a low item validity. This argument by Spector is well-established and well-accepted in
contemporary research (e.g. Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003).
In many other cases, there is no sense of what kind of organization is being measured
(e.g., “How well do you think you fit in the organization?”; Kristof-Brown & Billsberry, 2013, p. 4;
“To what extent is the organization a good match for you?”; Saks & Ashforth, 1997; “I find that
sometimes I have to compromise personal principles to conform to my organization’s
expectations”; Posner, 2010; “I have characteristics in common with my organization”; Tak,
2011). Hence, people may understand the item differently, in accordance with their own
conception of the organization.
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Given this lack of attention to the P-O conceptual distinction in research, it is not
surprising that the reliability of current P-O fit measures is not satisfactory (e.g., it was 0.64 in
De Cooman et al., 2009; 0.69 in Zoghbi-Manrique de Lara, 2008; 0.75 in Mitchell et al., 2001;
0.75 in Schmitt, Oswald, Friede, Imus, & Merritt, 2008; 0.75 in Tak, 2011; and 0.76 in Wheeler,
Gallagher, Brouer, & Sablynski, 2007). Also, these scales often comprise of a very small number
of items (e.g., 2 items in Cable & Parsons, 2001, De Cooman et al., 2009, Tak, 2011) and most
scales of perceived P-O fit consist of 3-4 items. This is a rather small number of items
considering the large domain of organizational fit, especially when considering two distinct
conceptualizations of P-O fit (PP-PO and PS-PO fit). Likewise, the factor loadings of some of the
items used are low; commonly these are items concerning the conceptualization of the
organization as the sum of its members (e.g., Mitchell et al., 2001; Gould-Williams, Mostafa, &
Bottomley, 2013; Zoghbi-Manrique de Lara, 2008), suggesting that existing P-O fit scales are
more closely related to PS-PO fit than to PP-PO fit.
Interestingly, researchers that did recognize this conceptualization issue in existing P -O
scales have chosen to change the phrasing of existing, arguably problematic, scale items to
better match their intended conception of the organization (see Supeli & Creed, 2013).
Alternatively, problematic items were removed from the existing scales (see Zoghbi-Manrique
de Lara, 2008).
Another symptom for the lack of conceptual clarity is the very large variance in the
effect sizes measured in the prediction of outcomes of interest. Verquer, Beehr, and Wagner
(2003), for instance, report 95% CI of subjective P-O fit on job satisfaction ranging 0.27 to 0.94 (ρ
= 0.61), with intention to turnover -0.37 to -0.79 (ρ = -0.58), and with commitment 0.03 to 1.00
(ρ = 0.59). Hoffman and Woehr’s (2006) meta-analysis similarly suggests that “the percentage of
variance accounted for by statistical artifacts is small and the 90% credibility interval is quite
12

large for each of the relationships between PO fit and behavioral outcomes” (p. 394). Kristof‐
Brown, Zimmerman, and Johnson (2005) also show that the explained variance demonstrated in
their meta-analyses is low. By referring to PP-PO and PS-PO fit separately I seek to increase the
predictive power of each concept separately.
Table 1 provides examples of perceived organizational fit questions, with a distinction
between the two conceptualizations of the environment – PP-PO and PS-PO fit. In the left
column (PP-PO), a clear reference to current employees, coworkers, peers, or people who work
for the company exists. When responding to these items, a person is likely to assess his or her
degree of similarity with other members of the organization. Comparison to others can be based
on demographic characteristics as well as personal preferences, goals, values, and generalized
schema and cognitive processing capabilities. Individuals tend to evaluate their similarity with
others on dimensions that are either very explicit/salient or very important to them (Blanz,
1999).
In the right column (PS-PO), by comparison, there is no reference to the people in the
organization. Instead, the questions pertain to macro organizational features such as culture,
philosophy, company goals, and image. In response to these questions, employees are likely t o
relate to enduring features of the abstract organizational entity, and to compare their own
characteristics in light of these features. As indicated earlier, although the P and E components
have the same general meaning, they are not completely identical (Ostroff & Schulte, 2007).
Thus, any comparison to other people who work in the organization is less likely in these type of
questions.
Observable in Table 1, researchers have tended to include both types of fit in a single
scale. Talbot and Billsberry (2010) explain that such a combination of fit types may be
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misleading: “it is possible to perceive misfit with some areas of the environment yet to fit
strongly in other areas…. combining various fit measurements into an overall fit score may give
misleading results” (p. 3). With this logic, I assert that combining two types of fit to a single P -O
scale leads to confusion in the meaning and clarity of the construct. An individual may
experience high fit or similarity with other members of the organization, but only a moderate fit
with the goals and philosophy of the company. Likewise, an individual may feel good match with
the company’s values and vision, however experience a lower degree of fit with people in the
organization. Fit, therefore, may indicate two very different things whose combination makes
little sense conceptually or operationally.
Table 1: Distinction between two conceptualizations of organizational fit
Fit to characteristics of people (PP-PO)
“My values match those of current
employees in this organization” (Cable &
Judge, 1996)

Fit between personal characteristics and a
feature of the organization (PS-PO)
“I agree with the values that define the goals
of my company” (Son, 2011)

“My coworkers are similar to me” (Mitchell
et al., 2001)

“I fit with the company's culture” (Mitchell
et al., 2001)

“I share a lot in common with people who
work for this company” (Piasentin &
Chapman, 2007)

“The underlying philosophy of this
organization reflects what I value in a
company” (Piasentin & Chapman, 2007)

“My personality is similar to the employees
I work with” (Piasentin & Chapman, 2007)

“My organization’s values and culture
provide a good fit with the things that I value
in life” (Cable & DeRue, 2002)

“I like the members of my work group”
(Mitchell et al., 2001)

“I feel my personality matches the
“personality” or image of this organization”
(Saks & Ashforth, 1997)
“I think the values and personality of this
organization reflect my own values and
personality” (Cable & Judge, 1996)
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1.3 Research purpose
Both Kristof‐Brown and Billsberry (2013) and Piasentin and Chapman (2006) call for the
development and validation of measures of perceived P-O fit. According to Spector (1992),
“often a scale development effort can help refine a popular construct that has not been
sufficiently developed in the literature” (p. 14). Taking into account the two ways in which
individuals perceive fit with their organizations, there is a need for conceptual and operational
separation between PP-PO fit and PS-PO fit, a separation that is presently absent from the large
majority of the literature on organizational fit.
This study is timely and important as recent research highlights and attempts to resolve
the lack of clarity around the concept of P-O fit. In addition to conceptual clarity, there is
another reason to consider two separate types of fit – scholars may be interested in studying
one type of fit and not the other. Just as some fit scholars study person-job fit and not personvocation fit, or person-supervisor fit and not person-group fit, fit researchers may find it
interesting to focus on workers’ congruence with enduring and fundamental organizational
features (PS-PO fit) and not on employees’ sense of ‘fitting in’ with other members of the
organization (PP-PO fit), or vice versa. While certain organizational outcomes may be consistent
across the two types of fit, I assert that some consequences of interest may be associated with
one type of fit and not the other. A broad concept of organizational fit may, therefore, limit
scholars in the types of questions that are asked, as some consequences are relevant to one
type of fit and not to the other. Such differences in organizational outcomes will be addressed
throughout this work.
Similar research advancements in the form of conceptual distinction within an existing
construct can be found in a variety of cases, as in organizational citizenship behavior (OCB),

15

which is recognized as either individual (OCBI) or organizational (OCBO) in nature (e.g., LePine,
Erez, & Johnson, 2002; Williams and Anderson, 1991). Another example is deviance, which is
now often separated into organizational and interpersonal deviance behavior (e.g., Galperin &
Burke, 2006). A third example is perceived organizational justice, which is now most-oft studied
as procedural, interactional, informational, or distributive justice (e.g., Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson,
Porter, & Ng, 2001), or in the case of experienced well-being which is now researched as
positive affect and negative affect as two complementary and distinct parts (e.g., Leue & Lange,
2011). Utilizing PP-PO and PS-PO fit separately in research can lead to the development of a
greater variety of more specific research questions as well as to a more proper interpretation of
research results.
In the following sections I establish the conceptual distinctiveness of PP-PO and PS-PO
fit and demonstrate the added value in consideration of two separate types of fit. The main
strategy to unveil the distinctiveness of the two concepts is to establish that these concepts are
associated with different outcomes of interest. I expect that while some outcomes will be
consistent across the two types of fit, some will be differentiated. Namely, I create a form of
nomological network of relationships in order to demonstrate both the separateness and
similarities of PP-PO and PS-PO fit. Spector (1992) explains this form of investigation:
“It is common to embed the scale of interest in a questionnaire that contains measures
of several variables. Multiple hypotheses are tested with this strategy. Of course, with
several hypotheses it is likely that one or more will not be supported.” (p. 48)

Thus, the main strategy that validates distinctiveness of PP-PO and PS-PO fit is to test a
large number of associations and create a nomological network that can establish such
distinctions between the two concepts. Specifically, I intend to demonstrate that while PP -PO fit
relates to relational outcomes, PS-PO fit predicts contextual outcomes.
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In Part 1, I refer to the relationship between organizational fit and job satisfaction, and
explain that the two types of organizational fit impact different facets of the multi -facet
satisfaction construct. In Part 2, I propose an association between PP-PO and PS-PO fit and
workers’ intention to leave the organization. Part 3 pertains to the relationship between the two
types of fit and commitment. Part 4 concerns the outcome organizational citizenship behavior
(OCB) and predicts that the PP-PO and PS-PO fit concepts correlate, respectively, with relational
and contextual aspects of OCB. Part 5 proposes that organizational fit is linked with
organizational justice perception. Specifically, I propose that while PP-PO fit is associated with
interactional justice perception, PS-PO fit is linked with procedural justice perception. Lastly,
Part 6 refers to the relationship between PP-PO and PS-PO fit and other types of fit, these are
person-group fit and person-job fit.

1.4 Study hypotheses
1.4.1 Using PP-PO and PS-PO fit to predict job satisfaction
Job satisfaction is the most commonly associated outcome with P-O fit (see metaanalyses by Hoffman and Woehr, 2006; Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer,
Beehr, & Wagner, 2003). Need-fulfillment theories can explain the psychological processes
underlying this relationship (Ostroff & Schulte, 2007). According to Yu (2009), fit fulfills
fundamental needs for belonging and self-actualization. With increased sense of belongingness
and social support, fewer interpersonal conflicts, and increased congruence between personal
goals and values and organizational goals and values, higher-fit individuals are more likely to be
satisfied with their work. High fit is also linked with reduced uncertainty at the job and less
conflict in decision making, both of which are associated with increased job satisfaction
(Edwards & Cable, 2009).
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While research has consistently found a positive relation between P-O fit and job
satisfaction (Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003), we
remain in the dark regarding the different effects of the social aspect of fit (PP -PO fit) on job
satisfaction in contrast to the effect of experienced congruence with enduring organizational
features (PS-PO fit). The reason for this lack of knowledge regarding the separate effects of PP PO and PS-PO fit is that researchers tend to combine PP-PO and PS-PO fit under a single scale or
even a single question (see Table 1). As will be explained below, there are re asons to believe
that PP-PO and PS-PO fit will have differing effects on the various facets of job satisfaction.
Job satisfaction is widely considered a multi-facet construct, which commonly includes
satisfaction with pay, promotion, supervision, coworkers, job security, and work itself (e.g.,
Nagy, 2002, Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy, 1997). Job satisfaction facets pertain both to relational
aspects of work (satisfaction with peers, satisfaction with supervision) and to contextual aspects
of the job (e.g., satisfaction with job security, satisfaction with pay). An extensive review of the
fit literature reveals that there are no studies to date that look at the association between fit
and the different facets of job satisfaction. The assumption that all facets of job satisfaction
have an equally significant association with constructs of interest can be found to be oversimplistic and even fundamentally flawed (see, for instance, research results by Deshpande,
1996 and Tsai & Huang, 2008). While I expect that both types of fit will have a unique and
additive impact on overall job satisfaction evaluation, the main goal is to identify and measure
meaningful differences between the two fit types on specific job satisfaction facets. Examining
whether PP-PO fit is associated with some facets of job satisfaction whereas PS-PO fit is
associated with other facets is one way to explore the conceptual separation between PP -PO
and PS-PO fit proposed in this paper.
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To theorize on the different effects of PS-PO and PP-PO fit on facets of job satisfaction
we may refer to psychological need fulfillment. According to Kristof (1996) P-O fit occurs when
at least one entity provides what the other needs. As indicated above, when we consider PP -PO
fit we also pertain to the degree to which affiliation or belonging needs are met in the
organizational environment. Being different from others in the organization hinders the quality
of exchanges with peers and superiors, and in turn lead to negative attitudes toward the job
(Wesolowski & Mossholder, 1997). And, among the job satisfaction facets, relational facets are
likely to be highly relevant to workers’ need for affiliation or relatedness (Westlund & Hannon,
2008). The lower one’s PP-PO fit, the higher the need for affiliation, and in turn, the more
relational aspects of work are likely to occupy one’s consciousness in his or her assessment of
job satisfaction (Weiss, 2002).
In a similar vein, theoretically, PS-PO fit can be linked with opportunities for need
fulfilment through value congruence and goal congruence (Arthur, Bell, Villado, & Doverspike,
2006). According to Locke (1976), the degree to which work environment allows for value
attainment impacts job satisfaction. Unmet needs, whether these are related to growth (e.g.,
self-actualization) or to deficiency (e.g., security) (Maslow, 1943), are likely to lead to
dissatisfaction from respective aspects of work such as promotion opportunities and job
security. Low PS-PO fit is expected to result in unmet needs associated with personal values and
goals, and in turn is likely to lead to a greater attention to contextual facets of job satisfaction in
workers’ overall evaluation of their job. Therefore, I expect that PP-PO and PS-PO fit will be
associated, respectively, with relational and contextual facets of the multi-facet job satisfaction
construct (Table 2).

19

Table 2: The proposed relationships between PP-PO and PS-PO fit and job satisfaction:
Fit type
PP-PO fit

PS-PO fit

Satisfaction with
Relational facets
- Coworkers
- Supervision
Contextual facets
- Pay
- Promotion
- Work itself
- Job security

Related need
Needs related to
affiliation and
belongingness
Needs associated with
personal goals and
values (e.g. growth,
security)

Accordingly, I propose the following:
Hypothesis 1a: PP-PO fit will have a stronger association with relational facets of job
satisfaction (satisfaction with coworkers, satisfaction with supervision) than PS-PO.
Hypothesis 1b: PS-PO fit will be a stronger association with contextual facets of job
satisfaction (satisfaction with work itself, satisfaction with promotion, satisfaction with pay,
satisfaction with job security) than PP-PO.
Since recent research shows that job satisfaction mediates the relationship between P-O
fit and intention to turnover (Barak, Levin, Nissly, & Lane, 2006; Lambert. Hogan, & Barton,
2001; Wheeler et al., 2007), the relational and contextual aspects of job satisfaction will be
tested, respectively, as a mediators between PP-PO as well as PS-PO fit and intention to leave
the organization.
Hypothesis 2a: Relational facets of job satisfaction will mediate the relationship
between PP-PO fit and intention to leave the organization.
Hypothesis 2b: Contextual facets of job satisfaction will mediate the relationship
between PS-PO fit and intention to leave the organization.
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1.4.2 Using PP-PO and PS-PO fit to predict intention to leave
Intention to leave is another commonly associated outcome with P-O fit (Hoffman &
Woehr, 2006; Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003). It
is also the main concern of the oft used ASA framework (Schneider, Goldstiein, & Smith, 1995)
which is closely linked with the organizational fit concept. Intention to leave is considered a
conscious and deliberate desire to leave the organization within the near future (Cho, Johanson,
& Guchait, 2009). While research tends to show a negative relation between P-O fit and
intention to leave (Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner,
2003), some aspects of the relationship remain unclear. Firstly, while self-reported
measurements of intention to leave indicate a moderate to strong negative association between
fit and intention to leave, the correlation of organizational fit with actual turnover remains weak
(Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). Secondly, the effect of fit on intention to leave,
although negative in direction, varies greatly in size in the different studies (Hoffman & Woehr,
2006; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003), suggesting theoretical inadequacy with the existing
organizational fit concept.
One way to address this lack of clarity regarding the relationship between fit and
intention to leave, is to untangle the construct of organizational fit, as proposed in this research.
By splitting the concept of P-O fit to PP-PO and PS-PO fit, we will be in a position to better
understand the relative weight of the social aspect of fit in contrast to the contextual aspects of
fit in the prediction of intention to leave. This kind of information is li kely to be interesting for
researchers and practitioners, since it better explains what actually causes individuals to leave
their organizations – is it a lack of fit with other members of the organization or is it rather low
fit with organizational features (e.g., processes, goals, values, climate)?
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There is a reason to believe that both PP-PO fit and PS-PO fit will be linked with
intention to leave the organization. First, organizational research suggests that individuals are
motivated to leave the organization due to lack of fit with other people in the organization.
Studies of concepts related to PP-PO fit demonstrate that lack of fit with other people is linked
with interpersonal conflicts, social sanctions, and an unfulfilled need for belonging. Kanter
(1977), for instance, describes the high stress levels and low levels of well-being associated with
being a lone X in a large group of Y's. Research shows that individuals who are different from
others in a social unit report lower organizational attachment (Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly, 1991).
Results also demonstrate that “diverse individual characteristics together with stressful, unjust,
exclusionary and non-supportive organizational climate negatively influence individual wellbeing and lead to lack of job satisfaction… which in turn lead to stronger intention to leave the
job” (Barak et al., 2006, p. 566). As indicated earlier, the ASA framework ultimately predicts that
individuals who do not fit with other workers in the organization will tend to leave it (Schneider,
1987). Hence, lack of fit with other members of the organization is theorized to be linked with
higher intention to leave the organization.
Second, PS-PO fit indicates the degree to which an individual’s goals and values are in
agreement with the organizational goals and values. The greater the fit between individual’s
goals and values and the organizational goals and values, the greater the likelihood of satisfying
personal goals and values in the organizational context. As a result of unmet goals and values,
individuals may be driven to look to fulfill those needs in a different organization when provided
with the opportunity to do so. In addition to one’s opportunity to satisfy personal goals and
values, impaired PS-PO fit may lead to psychological conflict in decision making. An individual
that experiences low fit with the organization’s goals and values will find it hard to act in a way
that is consonant with his or her values, and is likely to experience cognitive dissonance
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(Festinger, 1962). Dissonance is an aversive state (Elliot & Devine, 1994), which may result in low
satisfaction from one’s work. One way to resolve this cognitive dissonance is to leave the
organization. According to Cable and Judge (1996), individual s can create “their future
satisfaction by choosing organizations with cultures that match their values…” (p. 296).
Individuals are not merely passive agents subject to environmental forces. They are capable of
choosing situations that are most compatible to themselves (Chatman, 1989b). All the above
suggests the following:
Hypothesis 3a: PP-PO fit will be negatively associated with intention to leave.
Hypothesis 3b: PS-PO fit will be negatively associated with intention to leave.
Since the examination of the relationship between PP-PO as well as PS-PO and intention
to leave is novel, it is possible that the results will show that one type of fit has a greater impact
on intention to leave than the other type of fit. Such potential differences may be further
explored in future studies.

1.4.3 Using PP-PO and PS-PO fit to predict organizational commitment
In addition to job satisfaction and intention to leave, organizational commitment is
another important variable of interest in the research of P-O fit (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006;
Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003). Mowday,
Porter, & Steers (1982) offer the following description for commitment: “In many ways it can be
thought of as a mind set in which individuals consider the extent to which their own values and
goals are congruent with those of the organization” (p. 26). Hall, Schneider, and Nygren (1970)
similarly propose that commitment is “the process by which the goals of the organization and
those of the individual become increasingly integrated or congruent” (p. 176). Such definitions
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already suggest the close relationship between commitment and organizational fit. However,
similarly to job satisfaction and intention to leave, the range of effect sizes (i.e., r’s) of P -O fit on
commitment in meta-analyses vary to a large extent (e.g., 0.03–0.81 in Verquer, Beehr, &
Wagner, 2003), indicating potential conceptual issues with the compounded construct of
person-organization fit, as argued throughout this work. Moreover, in Kristof‐Brown,
Zimmerman, and Johnson’s (2005) meta-analysis, the 95% CI (confidence interval) for
organizational commitment includes the zero (range -0.01 to 0.85, ρ = 0.51) suggesting markedly
inconsistent research results. Thus, a new outlook on this association will make an important
contribution to the P-O fit literature. And, although there is a generally accepted notion that
organizational commitment is positively related to P-O fit, there is no available information
about the different associations of the relational (PP-PO) and contextual (PS-PO) aspects of fit
with this outcome of interest.
According to Meyer and Allen (1991), affective commitment pertains to an affective or
emotional attachment of individuals to their organization. While some scholars conceptualize
affective commitment as “attachment of an individual’s fund of affectivity and emotion to the
group” (Kanter, 1968, p. 507), a conceptualization which is closely linked with the PP -PO fit
concept, others conceptualize affective commitment as an “affective attachment to the goals
and values of the organization… apart from its purely instrumental worth” (Buchanan, 1974, p.
533), a conceptualization that is closely related to the PS-PO fit concept. Evidently, similarly to
oft used P-O fit scales, affective commitment scales tend to include relational items (e.g., ‘I do
not feel like ‘part of the family’ at my organization’ (R)), contextual items (e.g., ‘I really feel as if
this organization’s problems are my own’), or items which are not very clear about the ir
reference (e.g., ‘I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organization’ (R)) (Allen & Meyer,
1990). Hence, both the development of bonds and shared values with other organizational
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members (PP-PO fit) and the adoption of the organizational mission and goals (PS-PO fit) are
likely to increase workers’ affective commitment. Results from Meyer, Allen and Smith (1993)
also show that affective commitment is associated with both relational and contextual aspects
of work. Thus, theoretically, it is difficult to determine which type of organizational fit will have a
stronger predictive power of affective commitment. I propose that the two types of fit will
additively contribute to organizational commitment.
Hypothesis 4a: PP-PO fit will be positively associated with affective commitment.
Hypothesis 4b: PS-PO fit will be positively associated with affective commitment.
The normative and continuance commitment concepts are less commonly addressed in
the fit literature, and they will be excluded from this study. In contrast to job satisfaction, the
commitment construct is used to demonstrate similarity between the two types of fit. And,
since this is a first study of the proposed associations between PP-PO and PS-PO and
commitment, it is possible that the results will show unequal effect sizes for the two types of fit.

1.4.4 Using PP-PO and PS-PO fit to predict organizational citizenship behavior
Organizational citizenship behavior is increasingly important in contemporary
organizations, where individual initiative and cooperation are considered necessary virtues for
sustainable competitive advantage (Ilgen & Pulakos, 1999). In contrast to the above measures,
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) has not received much attention in the fit literature
(see Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). Recently, it was stated that “little is known
about the impact of person-organization fit (P-O fit) on OCB” (Wei, 2012, p. 833). Nevertheless,
there is a generally acceptable notion that “people who perceive a strong sense of fit with their
employing organization tend to be good organizational citizens…” (Resick et al., 2013, p. 100).
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Kristof-Brown and Guay (2011) posit that P-O fit generates motivation to support the
organization, and not just to perform a job well. Likewise, Cable and DeRue (2002) propose that
those who share the values and goals of the organization are more likely to help the larger cause
of the organization by engaging in supportive discretionary behaviors. Recent studies report a
moderate positive correlation between P-O fit and OCB (e.g., Boon, Den Hartog, Boselie, &
Paauwe, 2011; Chen & Chiu, 2008; Ruiz-Palomino & Martínez-Cañas, 2014). Despite these
findings, it was proposed that to date, there has been little consideration of the psychological
mechanisms that underlie the links between PO fit and organizational citizenship (Resick et al.,
2013, p. 100). Namely, in the current state of the literature it is not clear how organizational fit
and citizenship behavior are linked.
OCB can be defined as behaviors, not explicitly recognized by a formal reward system,
and capable of promoting the effective functioning of the organization (Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Paine, & Bachrach, 1990). OCB scholars study a large number of behaviors that represent the
notion of citizenship behavior including altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, civic virtue, and
conscientiousness (LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002). Williams and Anderson (1991) suggest that
these behaviors can be organized under two broader categories of OCBI (organizational
citizenship behavior directed toward individuals) and OCBO (organizational citizenship behavior
directed toward the organization). Research suggests that many variables of interest are equally
associated with OCBI and OCBO. Namely, while antecedents such as job satisfaction,
commitment, and fairness have a positive and significant correlation with OCB, there is no
significant difference in their impact on OCBI and OCBO (LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002).
Likewise with P-O fit. When P-O fit was correlated with OCBO and OCBI, there was almost no
difference between the two correlations (Chen & Chiu, 2008; Wei, 2012; Zoghbi -Manrique de
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Lara, 2008). Gould-Williams et al. (2013) who found a stronger correlation between P-O fit and
OCBO than P-O fit and OCBI, attributed the finding to their macro-level conceptualization of fit:
“This [finding] is consistent with our macrolevel measure of fit, in that our focus was at
the organizational level. Had we used a mircolevel measure of fit, such as congruence
with other members of the organization… where fit with individuals is the referent, a
stronger link with OCBI may have been achieved.” (p. 614)

Such conclusions explicitly support the purpose of this research, highlighting the need to
distinguish between micro and macro conceptualizations of person-organization fit. Hence, if we
consider two types of organizational fit, we are in a better position to understand the
relationship between organizational fit and OCBI and OCBO. Looking at the relationships
between PP-PO as well as PS-PO fit and OCBI and OCBO is an important advancement in the
study of the relationship between P-O fit and OCB. According to Oh et al. (2014), “future
research should relate various fit dimensions to various performance criteria such as
organizational citizenship” (p. 138).
Considering the conceptual nature of the two types of fit, I propose that PP -PO is linked
with OCBI while PS-PO is more closely related to OCBO. First, regarding the PP-PO and OCBI
association, research depicts PP-PO as similarity to other members in the organization. This
could be a surface-level (e.g., race, gender, age) or a deep-level (e.g., beliefs, values) similarity
(Rink & Ellemers, 2010). The similar-to-me phenomenon posits that similarity to others leads to
positive outlook on members of the organization (Graves & Powell, 1995; Piasentin & Chapman,
2007). In a similar manner, the stronger an employee’s PP-PO fit, the more likely it is that he or
she will experience positive relations at work and gain social support from other members of the
organization (Bretz & Judge, 1994). As a result, an employee with high PP-fit is more likely to
reciprocate with OCBI.
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Second, in regard to PS-PO fit and OCBO, when workers’ goals and values match those
of the organization, the organization’s image is more likely to be supported. Congruent goals
and values indicate that organizational objectives also benefit the worker. High P-O fit
individuals believe that anything that is good for the organization will also be good for them
(Wei, 2012). Furthermore, agreement in goals and values may also promotes the perception
that the organizational activity is ‘right’ or ‘just’, thus triggering one’s motivation and moral
sentiment to support the organizational goals and values (Zoghbi-Manrique de Lara, 2008). In
sum, PS-PO fit may lead to the perception that the actions associated with the organization
signify the desirable, appropriate, and righteous (Kilmann, 1981), thus promoting workers’
support for the organizational activity.
Hypothesis 5a: PP-PO fit will have a stronger association with OCBI than PS-PO fit.
Hypothesis 5b: PS-PO fit will have a stronger association with OCBO than PP-PO fit.

1.4.5 Using PP-PO and PS-PO fit to predict organizational justice perceptions
Despite the markedly large interest in organizational justice in organizational research,
little is known about the association of fairness perceptions with P-O fit. A review of the
literature reveals very little about this association. Evidently, perceived justice is entirely absent
from the meta-analyses conducted on P-O fit (see Kristof-Brown at al., 2005; Verquer, Beehr, &
Wagner, 2003). Likewise, P-O fit (or any other type of fit for that matter) was not included in
meta-analyses on perceived justice (see Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001).
Notably, many outcomes of interest that are included in this research (e.g., job satisfaction,
OCB, commitment) are included in the meta-analyses on perceived justice as well as on P-O fit.
Thus, I argue that there is a gap and a need for research of the relationship between these two
key organizational phenomena.
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In addition to the importance of studying the association between perceived justice and
organizational fit, in this research I propose the distinction between PP-PO and PS-PO fit.
Similarly to organizational fit, perceived justice also has relational and contextual aspects, these
are interactional justice and procedural justice. In comparison to procedural justice,
interactional justice is a more recent advancement which focuses on the quality of the
interpersonal treatment people receive when procedures are implemented (Colquitt et al.,
2001). Interactional justice assesses the degree to which workers are treated respectfully when
decisions are made, and the extent to which explanations are provided for the decisions made.
Procedural justice judgments rely on six criteria that a procedure should meet if it is to
be perceived as fair (Levental, 1980). First, procedures should be applied consistently across
people and across time. Second, procedures should be free from biases and vested interests by
a third party. Third, procedures should rely on accurate information that is collected and used in
decision making. Fourth, procedures have some corrective mechanisms, in the case of flawed of
inaccurate decisions. Fifth, procedures should conform to personal or prevailing standards of
ethics or morality. Sixth, decisions that impact a certain group should include opinions and i nput
from the affected group.
While I am proposing an association between two aspects of organizational fit and two
aspects of perceived justice, I do not argue for one direction for these relationships. Rather, I
propose a two-way association between the concepts. Firstly, individuals with high PP-PO fit are
likely to have a stronger bond with other members of the organization (Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly,
1991) including with those in higher positions (Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). As
a result, there is a greater likelihood for mutual trust, predictability, and open communication
between members of the organization (Edwards & Cable, 2009; Meglino & Ravlin, 1998). Such
positive communication and trust, in turn, are likely to yield a preferred and more respectful
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treatment and more satisfactory communication regarding decisions made. “[B]ehaviors… that
are courteous, respectful and providing two-way communication are likely to lead to
interactional justice perceptions” (Erdogan, 2002, p. 565). As a result, high PP-PO fit individuals
are more likely to evaluate interactional justice positively than low PP-PO fit individuals.
This relationship between P-O fit and perceived interactional justice may also go in the
opposite direction. Perceived interactional justice can promote affection and positive
relationships at work and a positive outlook on the values and personality of other members of
the organization. According to Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001), “because interactional justice
is determined by the interpersonal behavior of management’s representatives, interactional
justice is considered to be related to cognitive, affective, and behavioral reactions toward these
representatives…” (p. 281). A positive outlook on others, combined with individuals’ tendency
for a positive self-regard (Heine, Lehman, Markus, & Kitayama, 1999) may promote a perception
of similarity or fit with other members of the organization. The similar-to-me phenomenon is
considered a primary driving force in how individuals evaluate their P-O fit (Piasentin &
Chapman, 2007). This two-way association between PP-PO fit and interactional justice may
result in an upward or downward (vicious) cycle (Figure 1).

+

Perceived
interactional
justice

PP-PO fit

+
Figure 1: Hypothesized relationship between PP-PO fit and perceived interactional justice

30

Similarly to PP-PO fit and interactional justice, I expect a positive association between
PS-PO fit and procedural justice. “[O]rganizational procedures represent the way the
organization allocates resources. This is why procedural justice is predicted to be related to
cognitive, affective, and behavioral reactions toward the organization…” (Cohen-Charash &
Spector, 2001, p. 281). According to Levental (1980), procedural justice indicates that
procedures should conform to personal or prevailing standards of ethics or morality. High fit
between personal values and organizational values and standards (PS-PO fit) is likely to denote a
perception of alignment between personal and organizational moral standards and ethics.
Hence, the higher the PS-PO fit, the more likely it is that the individual perceives procedural
justice in the organizational procedures. Similarly to the above two-way proposition, this
relationship can also be hypothesized in the opposite direction. A perception of impai red
procedural justice is likely to lead the individual to disassociate from the organization’s
undesirable image (Saks & Ashforth, 1997), experience negative affectivity toward the
organization (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001), and even engage in retaliation behavior
(Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), thus promoting low PS-PO fit. Like before, this two-way relationship
may result in an upward or downward cycle (Figure 2).

+

Perceived
procedural
justice

PS-PO fit

+
Figure 2: Hypothesized relationship between PS-PO fit and perceived procedural justice
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Hypothesis 6a: PP-PO fit will have a stronger association with perceived interactional
justice than PS-PO fit.
Hypothesis 6b: PS-PO fit will have a stronger association with perceived procedural
justice than PS-PO fit.

1.4.6 Similarities and differences between PS-PO as well as PP-PO fit and other types of fit
I propose that P-O fit concept may actually indicate two very different things – fit with
people in the organization (PP-PO fit) and fit with enduring organizational features (PS-PO fit).
Although research has confirmed the conceptual distinctiveness of P-O fit and other types of fit
(Greguras & Diefendorff, 2009; Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005) , we have no
information regarding the distinctiveness of the two proposed components (PS-PO and PP-PO
fit) from the other fit types. While some fit types have a clear conceptual distinctiveness from
the two types of the organizational fit due to their domain specificity (e.g., person-vocation fit
and person-supervisor fit), in the case of person-group fit and person-job fit, this conceptual
distinctiveness is less straightforward. Research shows medium to large correlations between P O fit and N-S (need-supply) person-job fit as well as person-group fit. Guan et al. (2013) report a
significant and large correlation of 0.70 between P-O fit and N-S person-job fit, while Kristof‐
Brown, Zimmerman, and Johnson (2005) report in their meta-analysis ρ of 0.73. In the same
meta-analysis, they report ρ of 0.54 between P-O fit and person-group fit.
In this section, I propose that while PS-PO fit is expected to be closely related to N-S
person-job fit, PP-PO fit will be strongly linked with person-group fit. First, in regard to the
association between PS-PO fit and N-S person-job fit, both concepts describe the degree to
which personal goals and values match those promoted by work-related processes and goals.
Since work goals and values and organizational goals and values may be closely aligned, the
32

distinction between the two types of fit may be not be very clear at times. It is possible that job
goals and values will be reflected in the organization’s goals and values, and vice versa. Given
this potential similarity, some outcomes of interest (e.g. job satisfaction) are likely to be similarly
linked with PS-PO and N-S person-job fit. Nonetheless, it is expected that N-S person-job fit will
have a smaller correlation with organization-related outcomes such as OCBO, perceived
procedural justice, and organizational commitment, given that PS-PO fit and N-S person-job fit
relate to different aspects of the work environment (in PS-PO fit it is enduring organizational
features whereas in person-job fit it is features of the work-itself). By separating between two
types of P-O fit, this study makes the association between N-S person-job fit and P-O fit less
vague and easier to explain.
Hypothesis 7a: PS-PO fit will be associated with person-job fit (N-S).
Hypothesis 7b: Person-job fit (N-S) will mediate the relationship between PS-PO fit and
outcomes of interest.

Person-job fit (N-S)

Outcomes of
interest

PS-PO fit

Figure 3: Hypothesized mediation of person-job fit
Second, regarding possible association between PP-PO fit and person-group fit, both
concepts rely on the similarity-attraction paradigm and in both cases the person compares
fundamental personal traits, goals, and values with those of other members of the organization.
The key difference between PP-PO fit and person-group fit is that person-group fit is limited to
one’s immediate work team whereas PP-PO fit also includes one’s supervisor as well as people
outside one’s close work circle (e.g. members of other departments in the organization, higher33

level management, administrative staff, etc). Hence, I expect that person-group fit will not be as
strongly associated with interactional justice as PP-PO fit will. Likewise, the job satisfaction facet
related to supervisor will not be much related to person-group fit, in a distinction from PP-PO fit.
Nonetheless, since employees tend to spend most of their time interacting with their
immediate peers, the distinction between fit with one’s immediate work group and fit with
organizational members in general may not always be very potent. Notably, existing P -O fit
scales tend to include items that refer to one’s immediate work group (e.g. “I like the members
of my work group”), thus challenging the distinctiveness of the two concepts. Nonetheless, it is
an accepted notion in the fit literature that P-O fit and person-group fit are conceptually distinct,
despite operationally sharing items. Here I propose that the conceptual separation between PPPO fit and PS-PO fit helps to clarify and make more explicit the association between persongroup fit and organizational fit.
Hypothesis 7c: PP-PO fit will be associated with person-group fit.
Hypothesis 7d: Person-group fit will mediate the relationship between PP-PO fit and
outcomes of interest.

Person-group fit

Outcomes of
interest

PP-PO fit

Figure 4: Hypothesized mediation of person-group fit
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1.4.7 Summary of the proposed relationships
Table 3: Summary of the proposed relationships between PP-PO as well as PS-PO fit and
outcomes of interest
PP-PO fit
+

Job satisfaction (Relational facets)
Job satisfaction (Contextual facets)
Intention to leave
Affective commitment
OCBI
OCBO
Interactional justice
Procedural justice
Person-group fit
Person-job fit (N-S)

+
+

PS-PO fit
+
+
+

+
+
+
+
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CHAPTER 2
METHODOLOGY

2.1 Sample and procedure
2.1.1 The survey
The majority of research on perceived P-O fit uses surveys as the method of collecting
data regarding employees’ perceived fit with different facets of the organization. Here I follow
the same method and use surveys to collect data. Qualtrics panel is a national online survey
agency that partners with 20 online panel providers to supply a network of diverse and quality
respondents. It utilizes hundreds of profiling attributes to target potential respondents.
Qualtrics Panel partners randomly select respondents for surveys where respondents are highly
likely to meet the requested criteria. Each sample from the panel base is proportioned to the
general US adult population and then randomized before the survey is deployed. Recently ,
Qualtrics panel was used in leading journals such as Academy of Management Journal (AMJ),
Journal of Management (JOM), and Management Science (MS). This panel data is considered a
reliable means of gathering data (DeCelles, DeRue, Margolis, & Ceranic, 2012; Long, Bendersky,
& Morrill, 2011). All participants are provided with random identifiers generated by Qualtrics
Panels both to ensure confidentiality and anonymity, and to permit participants to be more
candid in their responses. Such highly-regarded source for data provides an excellent option in
terms of access to a large pool of individual fit perceptions (in contrast to focusing on a small
number of organizations where the variance of fit perceptions may be much smaller due to
environmental or situational constraints – ‘strong situations’).
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In order to make sure that the responses of the participants are meaningful in light of
the constructs chosen for this study, I target only employees who are familiar with people in the
organization and with organizational features. Hence, I set a participation criteria for the survey,
where only full-time workers who have worked in their current organization for at least two
years are invited to participate in the survey. Similar sample requirements for “informants with
broad experience” were implemented in previous studies on organizational fit (e.g., Edwards &
Billsberry, 2010; O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991). This participation criteria is added to the
basic requirement for participants to be 18 years old or older.
When collecting data using surveys, it is necessary to ensure that the data provided is
reliable and that the responses are actually meaningful. This issue is even more important when
conducting online surveys. One factor that increases the likelihood for low quality d ata is the
survey’s length, namely, the time that is required to complete the survey. The survey’s length is
strongly linked with the number of items used in the survey. This study’s goal is to construct,
test, and validate two scales (PP-PO and PS-PO fit). The process of testing and validating two
new scales entails using a large number of variables, which necessarily leads to a large number
of questionnaire items. While the pilot study is likely to be shorter in length in comparison to
the full survey, the pilot length is expected to range anywhere between 5-15 minutes,
depending on respondents’ pace. As scholars, we must take into consideration the option that
some people are not willing to, or not even mentally capable of, responding to such a lengthy
questionnaire. While research suggests that a proper length for a survey is generally below 25
minutes, even shorter questionnaires are subject to risks of low quality responses. Hence, both
the full survey (roughly 10-20 minutes long) and the pilot study (roughly 5-15 minutes long) may
be subject to the risk of impaired data quality.
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Lastly, while there is the possibility that some people may ‘rush through’ or ‘satisfice’
parts of the survey, this is even a larger issue for questions that show up later in the
questionnaire, where individuals are left with less focus and/or patience, and may therefore
provide lower quality responses.
Surely, these issues should be addressed in the research design. What can be done to
mitigate the research, and more specifically - the questionnaire, from low-quality responses?
First, it is advisable to begin the survey with relatively easy and straightforward questions, such
as age, gender, occupation, education, etc., in order to get people engaged with the survey
without too much effort. Second, it is imperative to have the most important questions appear
first in the survey. The newly proposed organizational fit scales (PP-PO and PS-PO) are the main
foci of interest, therefore these should be presented as early as possible in the survey. Third,
data quality checks (i.e. attention checks) should be used in the survey. Examples for attention
checks are questions such as “Please choose ‘Most of the time’” or “Please choose ‘Slightly
dissatisfied’” which are embedded within the ‘real’ questionnaire items. Individuals who fail any
of the attention checks should be removed from the data set and substituted with new
respondents. Two additional methods that can be utilized, although with a degree of cautious,
are minimum time limitation (in the case that the time spent on the survey is unreasonable) and
‘straight-lining’ which refers to an unreasonable pattern of responses where all or most
questionnaire items receive the same response, regardless of whether they are reversed items
or not. Although all these procedures are very useful if used strategically and cautiously, there is
still a possibility, although quite small, that low-quality responses will be recorded and included
in the data. Nonetheless, such minor noises are unlikely to affect results in a meaningful way.
In terms of ethical academic standards for surveys, and more specifically for online
surveys, UMass ethical approval for the questionnaire is required prior to submission of the
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survey to participants. While there are no known risks associated with this research study, it is
required to inform participants of the possibility for breach of confidentiality in any online
activity, and to explain the steps that will be taken to minimize such risks. Furthermore,
participation is completely voluntary and it is possible to withdraw at any time, although
compensation is not guaranteed in case that the survey is not completed.
The informed consent form, which was composed according to the IRB format and
guidelines can be found in Appendix A. This form is similar for both the pilot and full surveys
(however, the estimated time for completion which is reported to subjects at the beginning of
the survey will be different for the pilot and full surveys).

2.1.2 Sample size and statistical power
In order to calculate the required sample size, we need to consider several factors. The
first criterion to consider is the number of independent variables used in the regression analysis.
A (conservative) ratio of ten observations for each independent variable was proposed by Miller
and Kunce (1973) and by other authors. In addition to the PP-PO and PS-PO scales as well as the
social desirability scale, background data is controlled for: gender has 2 option, race has 5
options (requires 4 dummy variables), age, education level (requires 4 dummy variables), salary,
organizational tenure, and organizational role (requires 5 dummy variables). This sums in 20
variables, which requires a minimum of 200 respondents for the primary analysis (the full
survey).
It should be noted that many researchers tend not to explain (in their academic papers)
their reasoning for the sample sizes that they used for their research. A quick overview of P-O fit
studies in leading journals indicates that the majority of studies use samples which range 200300 participants. For instance, a study by Piasentin and Chapman (2007), which seeks to
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distinguish between perceived similarity and perceived complementarity fit has a total of 209
individuals, while using similar variables to those I use in my study (age, gender, ethnicity,
organizational tenure, job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and organizational commitment).
Hence, the above suggests that 200 participants should be sufficient for the full survey. For the
preliminary pilot study, I expect to have about 30 PP-PO and PS-PO items in total. And, for the
purpose of factor analysis, it is recommended to have at least 5 observations per variable, while
some scholars say that it is possible to have fewer observations (see Williams, Onsman, &
Brown, 2010 and Ford, MacCallum, & Tait, 1986 for review). Therefore, the pilot study will have
a total of 150 full-time working participants (2+ years in the organization) through the services
of Qualtrics Panel.
Finally, missing cases are possible, and the amount, nature, and significance of missing
cases will determine their treatment. While computation of missing cases is possible (e.g. using
sample average values or regression of the other variables to predict the missing variables), this
should be done only if it is absolutely required in terms of increasing sample size and statistical
power. Otherwise, any treatment of the raw data should be avoided. Surely, a large amount of
missing cases for a specific question may indicate people’s tendency to avoid the question, and
this should, in turn, raise concern and require the comparison of the ‘missing-cases’ participants
with the ‘non-missing-cases’ participants, to reveal any potential significant differences within
the study’s sample.

2.1.3 Statistical procedures
The statistical procedures for this study stem from the study’s hypotheses and research
design. All the dependent variables are considered continues (on a 5 or 7 points scale) for the
data analysis. Some independent variables are dichotomous or categorical (e.g. gender, race);
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dummy codes will be created for those variables. Linear relationships between the study
variables are hypothesized (e.g. the higher the organizational fit, the greater is the satisfaction
from work and the lower the intention to leave the workplace), since currently there is no
theoretical justification for assuming non-linear relationships.
In terms of the statistical procedures, the data analysis in this dissertation will include
descriptive data for all study variables (frequencies, means, SD), correlations between the study
variables, and multiple regression analyses. And, for the development and construction of the
PP-PO and PS-PO scales, EFA (exploratory factor analysis) and CFA (confirmatory factor analysis)
procedures will be conducted prior to the analysis of these scales in multiple -regression
analyses. Reliability measure (Cronbach’s Alpha) will be computed and reported for the final PPPO and PS-PO scales and for all other scales used in this study. Importantly, the goal of all these
statistical procedures is to test and demonstrate the hypothesized distinctions and similarities
between the two types of organizational fit. The correlation table will provide a first and quick
impression on the distinctiveness of the two types of fit, while regression analysis will
demonstrate distinctiveness, controlling for covariates. In addition to the regressions’ effect
sizes and significance indicators, 95% confidence intervals will be reported. Tables and figures
will supplement the interpretation of the results by graphically demonstrating the research
findings.
Lastly, in terms of testing the linear regression assumptions, (1) linearity between the
independent and dependent variables will be examined using scatter-plots, (2) Durbin-Watson
test will be used to examine independence of observations (the lack of relationship between
residuals, values around 4/-4 indicates strong correlation between residuals), (3) for
homoscedasticity (error variance across the independent variable values) I’ll use a residual plot
of the predicted values and the residuals, (4) for normality of residuals, a histogram of
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standardized residuals will be provided, and (5) multicollinearity will be examined using the
variance inflation factor (VIF), which should be less than 10 in value.
SPSS (version 23) will be used for the majority of the statistical analyses and AMOS will
be used to conduct the SEM (structural equation modelling) for the CFA analysis and mediation
analyses.

2.2 Measures: Independent variables
2.2.1 Perceived P-O fit
Number of items: In existing P-O fit scales, the reliability commonly ranges 0.64-0.76,
with 2-4 items used per scale. Given the reliability and number of items in existing scales, the
number of items required to increase the reliability of the P-O scale can be calculated. The
equation for calculating the number of items can be found in Carmines and Zeller (1976, p. 43):

𝑁=

ρ(xx )′′(1−ρ(xx )′)
ρ(xx )′(1−ρ(xx )′′)

when ρ(xx) ′′ is the desirable reliability and Ro(xx)’ is the lower one. For

instance, if I’m interested in increasing the fit scales’ reliability to approximately 0.9, the scale
should be 3 times longer, with roughly 9-12 items in total, which suggests 4-6 items per
component (PP-PO and PS-PO fit). Increasing the number of items is one way to increase
reliability, by allowing random errors of measurement to average out (Spector, 1992), while
improving the items’ quality is another way to increase the instrument’s reliability.
Choosing/writing scale items: Spector (1992) articulates 5 major steps in developing a
new summated rating scale. Step 1 involves clearly defining the construct that the scale is
intended to measure. Chapter 1 of this dissertation deal exactly with that. The purpose of
Chapter 1 is to clearly define the P-O fit concept through an extensive review and theoretical
analysis of the existing literature. Step 2 involves generating an initial pool of items for the scale
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constructed while also selecting response choices for the items. Since a large number of P-O
scales were introduced in the past, the majority of items considered for this study are items
from previous scholarly work, including Saks and Ashforth (1997), Cable and Judge (1996),
Posner (2010), Mitchell et al. (2001), Deng et al. (2011), Son (2011), Piasentin and Chapman
(2007), and more. Some of the items adopted will be modified and a smaller number of items
will be created anew. These items will clearly refer to either fit with organization’s features (PSPO fit) or fit with other people in the organization (PP-PO fit) (see Table 1 above).
Some PP-PO fit items for example: “My values match those of current employees in this
organization”, “I fit well with other people who work for this company”, “My coworkers are
similar to me”, “I feel my personality “matches” the personality of current employees in this
organization”, “My personality is similar to the employees I work with”, “I share a lot in common
with people who work for this company”, “My personal values are different from those of my
co-workers” (R), “The values I possess distinguish me from other employees in this organization
(R), and “My supervisor and I see things in much the same way”.
Some PS-PO fit items for example: “I can relate to the mission and vision statements of
this company”, “I agree with the values that define the goals of my company”, “My
organization’s values and culture provide a good fit with the things that I value in life”, “I feel my
personality matches the “personality” or image of this organization”, and “The underlying
philosophy of this organization reflects what I value in a company”.
The two scales developed are expect to have both positive and negative items. The use
of both positive and negative items reduces response tendency bias (Spector, 1992). It is
noteworthy that the large majority of existing P-O fit scales include only positive items. Also, it is
very important that each item would contain a single idea (Spector, 1992), hence, such some
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items should be avoided. Similarly to other P-O fit scales, the response to the items will be on a
5 point Likert scale, ranging from “Strongly agree” to “Strongly disagree” with a natural midpoint
(“Neither agree nor disagree”).
In Step 3, the tentative items for the PP-PO and PS-PO scales are presented to three
groups of people – PhD students, MBA students, and subject matter experts. While the first two
groups (PhD and MBA students) are less familiar with the PO fit literature, they are able to
assess the quality and clarity of the items for non-expect subjects. Subject matter experts, in
contrast, are a small group of people who are highly familiar with the PO fit literature, and can
identify items that clearly fall into one of the two proposed categories (PP-PO and PS-PO) and to
assess the quality and clarity of the items.
Step 3 should result in a much shorter list of items, since most items are expected to
either be removed or refined to fit the study’s purpose. Very broadly, it is expected that about
40-50 items will be presented to the content experts (20-25 items per scale) and that about 30
items will eventually remain for Step 4.
At Steps 4, a pilot study will be conducted using all the remaining items from Step 3. The
main purpose of the pilot study is to decide which scale items should be used in the full-study.
Specifically, this analysis in this part should highlight items that don’t clearly fall into one of the
two categories proposed (PP and PS) and items that may not be very clear or intuitive for
subjects. The goal of Step 4 is to have a small number of items that suggest good suitability for
the two proposed scales, and which demonstrate efficiency and satisfactory reliability.
At this step it is worthwhile to correlate social desirability (a biasing variable) with each
item considered (Spector, 1992, p. 35). Among the items, those with very high correlations
should be eliminated. And, if the two proposed scales (PP-PO and PS-PO fit) share a number of
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items with overall similar item-loadings, these items should also be removed from both scales in
order to avoid problematic interpretation of the data. It is expected that from this step, 4-6 best
items will be selected for the administration of the full-questionnaire.
The main method used in this step is exploratory factor analysis (EFA). Carmines and
Zeller (1976) explain the criteria according to which items should be selected:
“What should one expect if a set of items is measuring a single phenomenon? Several
aspects of the extracted (i.e., unrotated) factor matrix could support this hypothesis: (1)
the first extracted component should explain a large proportion of the variance in the
items (say > 40%); (2) subsequent components should explain fairly equal proportions of
the remaining variance except for a gradual decrease; (3) all or most of the items should
have substantial loadings on the first component (say >.3); and (4) all or most of the
items should have higher loadings on the first component than on subsequent
components.” (p. 60)
Once components are identified through EFA analysis, it is necessary to interpret the
components. While this study tests whether two P-O fit scales can be meaningfully
operationalized (rather than one general P-O scale), it is possible that more than two
component will be identified in the EFA analysis. It is necessary to examine the patterns of high
and low loadings across variables and make sense of the results. In order to improve the quality
of interpretation and minimize the subjectivity of the labeling process, it is worthwhile to share
the results with a number of people, and ask for their input in terms of the interpretation of the
results (Ford, MacCallum, & Tait, 1986). Nonetheless, it should be made clear that this study’s
goal is to produce and test two theoretically pre-defined scales. Hence, this significantly directs
most of the interpretation efforts to the examination of possible PP-PO and PS-PO solutions that
could be identified through the EFA analysis.
Once components are identified and interpreted, items for each component will be
picked based on their item-reminder coefficient. A good number of high-quality items will allow
for the desirable reliability for the scales developed.
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Once the full scale is administered with the full survey, the reliability and validity of the
two scales will be further tested. In sum, Steps 1 to 5 consist a robust and thorough inductive,
theory guided, research approach which is strongly recommended for scale construction, in
contrast to an exploratory, deductive approach (Spector, 1992).

2.2.2 Person-job fit (Need-Supply)
According to Hypotheses 7a and 7b, it is expected that person-job fit (N-S) will be
strongly linked with PS-PO fit (while also demonstrating distinctiveness), and will mediate the
relationship between PS-PO fit and some outcomes of interest. Two items will be used to
measure person-job fit (N-S): “This work is a good match for me” and “I feel that this work
enables me to do the kind of work I want to do” (Deng et al., 2011; Guan et al., 2013).

2.2.3 Person-group fit
Hypotheses 7c and 7d offer that PP-PO fit will be strongly related to person-group fit
(PG fit) as both concepts relate to other members of the organization and are founded on the
attraction-similarity paradigm. Since the strong association between PP-PO fit and PG fit is a
major concern for one of the committee members (Elizabeth Follmer), the EFA will include P -G
items, and may suggests means to better separate these two related concepts. Four items for
person-group fit will be adopted from Young Soung and Kristof-Brown (2012). The Items chosen
relate to both personal values (2 items) and personality (2 items) match with one’s immediate
work group. The items that I will use are “The things that I value in life are very similar to the
things that my team members value”, “My personal values match my team’s values and
culture”, “My personality matches my teams’ personality”, and “My personality provides a good
fit with my team’s personality”.
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2.2.4 Social desirability
Because "values specify modes of conduct that are socially desirable” (Meglino & Ravlin,
1998), it is important to consider whether individuals merely conformingly report fit to the
dominant work values. Namely, there is a reason to believe that some individuals may shy away
from reporting lack of congruence or fit with organizational goals and values or with other
people, due to the potentially negative social consequences associated with such beliefs or
attitudes. Although social desirability is not commonly used in the fit literature, I propose that
having this scale in data analysis is rather important, surely when developing new self-reported
scales, but also in regard to fit research in general. Although Crowne and Marlowe’s (1960) 33item scale of social desirability is commonly used in research (Tanaka-Matsumi & Kameoka,
1986), there are growing concerns that this scale is too lengthy. I will use Hays, Hayashi, and
Stewart’s (1989) 5-item shortened version of Crowne and Marlowe’s scale, which demonstrates
a reasonable reliability for its limited purpose (α=.68 in Hays, Hayashi, & Steward, 1989). A
sample item is “I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.”

2.3 Measures: Dependent variables
2.3.1 Job satisfaction
Job satisfaction is considered a multi-facet construct which commonly includes
satisfaction with pay, promotion, job security, work itself, co-workers, and supervisor (see
Macdonald & Maclntyre, 1997 for a review). JDI (Job Descriptive Index) and MSQ (Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire) are two commonly used multi-facet satisfaction scales. I will use
items from the abridged JDI scale (Stanton et al., 2002), which asks individuals to describe
different aspects of their work using words such as “Fascinating”, “Satisfying”, “Exciting”, and
“Uninteresting”. The scale includes questions that measure satisfaction with pay, promotions,
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supervision, people at work, and work-itself. Since the JDI scale does not include items for job
security, items of a similar nature to the JDI scale were constructed for that purpose. The scale
comprises in total 34 self-assessed questions. I chose to use the abridged JDI since administering
a full-length job satisfaction scale such as the MSQ requires having about 100 items and takes
roughly 20 minutes to complete. The abridged version of the JDI provides a reduced scale
length, requires less time to complete, occupies less space on the survey, and decreases fatigue
on the part of the respondent. Importantly, research shows that the abridged JDI successfully
preserves both the internal consistency and validity relations of the original scale ( Rogelberg,
Allen, Shanock, Scott, & Shuffler, 2010; Stanton et al., 2002) with subscale reliability ranging
0.76 to 0.86.

2.3.2 Intention to leave
Intention to leave is one of the most common measurements in the P-O research. It
pertains to the worker’s intention to leave the organization in a foreseen future (e.g., in 3
months period or within a year) or, alternatively, to a general consideration to leave the
organization prior to one’s retirement. For this measure I will use three items adapted from
O’Reilly, Chatman, and Caldwell (1991). Items for example are “if I have my way, I won’t be
working for this company a year from now” and “I have serious thoughts about leaving this
organization”. From a practical sense, it will be highly valuable for organizations to know
whether individuals are more likely to leave the organization due to low fit with organizational
features (PS-PO fit) or whether it is low fit with people in the organization (PP-PO fit) that
comprise the greater effect on this outcome of interest.
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2.3.3 Organizational commitment
Organizational commitment is oft used in P-O fit research (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006;
Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003). Here I focus on
affective commitment, which refers to employees’ emotional attachment to identification with
the organization. Affective commitment has the strongest association with organizational fit and
many times is used in fit research without the other two commitment components (normative
and continuance commitment). Items for example for affective commitment are “this
organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me” and “I do not feel ‘emotionally
attached’ to the organization” (reversed item). In total 6 items are used in this scale.

2.3.4 Organizational citizenship behavior
“OCB represents individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or expl icitly
recognized by the formal reward system, and in the aggregate promotes the efficient and
effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). Research offers that OCB includes
two components, one pertains to workers’ support for the organi zational entity (OCBO) and one
that pertains to workers’ support of other workers in the organization (OCBI). I will use the OCB
scale developed by Lee and Allen (2002). A study by Zoghbi -Manrique de Lara (2008) suggests
that four items should be removed from Lee and Allen’s OCB scale. Thus, four items were
removed from the original scale, resulting in a total of 11 items (6 OCBI and 5 OCBO items).
Items representing OCBI include “Help other who have been absent”, “Go out of your way to
make newer colleagues feel welcome in the work group”, and “Assist colleagues with their
duties”. Items for OCBO include “Show concern for the image of the organization”, “Attend
functions that are not required but that help the organization image”, and “Take action to
protect the organization from potential problems”.

49

2.3.5 Perceived organizational justice
I consider two components of perceived justice, these are procedural justice and
interactional justice. Procedural justice emphasizes the process by which reward allocations are
made in the organization (Leventhal, 1980). Interactional justice, on the other hand, is
determined by the interpersonal behavior of decision makers, such as politeness, honesty, and
respect. While procedural justice is found to be more correlated with outcomes such as
commitment and performance, interactional justice is more strongly associated with OCBI and
worker’s evaluation of authority (Colquitt et al., 2001). In order to test Hypotheses 6a and 6b, I
use items adapted from Niehoff and Moorman (1993). Five items with the highest factor
loadings are used for each of the justice types. Items for example for procedural justice are “to
make job decisions, my general manager collects accurate and complete information”, “My
general manager makes sure that all employee concerns are heard before job decisions are
made”, and “all job decisions are applied consistently across all affected employees”. Items for
interactional justice include “when decisions are made about my job, the general manager
treats me with respect and dignity” and “My general manager explains very clearly any decision
made about my job”.

2.4 Measures: Control variables
2.4.1 Age, gender, and race
Studies on token groups (minorities) suggest that such groups may find themselves
marginalized and excluded from the dominant organizational culture (Kanter, 1977). Individuals
are generally attracted to and feel most comfortable with people who are “like them” or “see
things” the way they do, especially “important” things (Locke, 1976). Age, gender, and race are
often factors for exclusion and may result in lower fit between the individuals and the
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organization (Lovelace & Rosen, 1996). Age is measured in years while gender and race are
categorical variables.

2.4.2 Hierarchical level and income
Posner (2010) shows that the higher the hierarchical level in the organization, the
greater is the personal value congruency. Posner proposes that the hierarchical level indicates a
stronger relationship with the organization and with the people who work in the organization.
The ASA framework similarly predicts that the higher one’s rank, the closer the relationship
between the individual’s values and the organizational values. On a similar vein, Bretz and Judge
(1994) show that success in the organization (i.e. hierarchical level) and salary are predicted by
P-O fit, namely, that people who have a better fit with the organization are more likely to
receive promotions and pay increases over time. In the questionnaires, hierarchical level ranges
professional staff to senior manager and income reflects an individuals’ total annual salary (in
dollars) including all forms of compensation.

2.4.3 Tenure
According to the ASA theory, tenure will be associated with increased organizational fit.
Tenure, through socialization processes, is likely to increase P-O fit over time (Bretz & Judge,
1994). More so, tenured employees may be in a more dominant position that enables them to
impact their work environment to the extent that a greater fit is created (similarly to the notion
of job crafting in regards to person-job fit). Tenure is measured in years in the organization.

2.4.4 Education and industry
The role or impact of education and industry on people’s organizational fit is not
prevalent in the fit literature. It may be reasonable to expect that people who are more
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educated or those who work in more professional, knowledge-based industries, may be more
driven by their own ideas, beliefs, and values rather than adopting the organization’s culture
and philosophy as their own. Less educated individuals are likely to be less critical or resistant of
the organizational procedures and rules and are more like ly to depend on good fit with the
organization and the people who work in the organization in order to ensure their success and
advancement in the organization. Again, while such assumption were not examined in previous
studies on fit, this study can examine these relationships exploratory, with a need for further
exploration in future research.

2.5 Common method variance
Common method variance refers to the variance that is attributed to the measurement
method (i.e., self-report questionnaire) rather than to the constructs of interest. It reflects a
systematic error which may cause unrelated (or slightly related) variables to appear related
merely due to their common method of measurement. In order to assess the degree of common
method variance in the data, an exploratory factor analysis will be conducted. Harman’s one
factor test will reveal how many factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 account for the
variance in the data. The number of factors found and the percentage of the variance explained
by the first factor will indicate whether the findings can be attributed to method variance
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). In addition, I will use a measurement model in
which all the indicators are loaded onto a single factor representing a common influence. A low
fit of the model should indicate that common method variance is not a large issue. Necessarily,
CFI should be lower than 0.95, RMSEA larger than 0.08, and SRMR more than 0.10 in order to
suggest low fit (Williams, Vandenberg, & Edwards, 2009).
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CHAPTER 3
SUPPLEMENTARY ANALYSIS

3.1 Studying the interaction between PP-PO and PS-PO fit
Another way of demonstrating the conceptual distinction and usefulness of PP-PO and
PS-PO fit is showing that the two concepts interact with one another to explain outcomes of
interest. By arguing for interaction, first I argue that PP and PS items are not merely additive as
suggested by current PO scales, and second, I argue that the levels of PP-PO and PS-PO fit do not
necessarily match (i.e., one may be high while the other may be simultaneously low). I argue in
this paper that PP-PO and PS-PO fit make two distinct sources of information in workers’
evaluation of the organization. Crites, Fabrigar, and Petty (1994) explain that “attitudes… can be
derived from qualitatively different types of information” (p. 621). Namely, PP -PO and PS-PO fit
can be treated as two separate sources of information, which together can result in certain
work-related attitudes and behaviors.
In this section I refer to two commonly studied organizational outcomes (intention to
leave and commitment) in order to demonstrate the potential interaction effect of the two
types of fit. The study of interaction has the potential to help scholars gain a stronger
explanatory power (more variance explained) regarding the relationships between
organizational fit and intention to leave as well as commitment. According to Ostroff, Shin, and
Kinicki (2005), research that includes different types of fit is well-needed: “more research is
clearly needed to untangle the varying relationships among a broader set of fit indices and
employee attitude and behavior.” Astakhova (2016) argues that “the majority of research
simultaneously examining multiple person-environment fit dimensions employs additive rather
than interactive fit models… such models fail to capture the complex interdependencies of fit”
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(p. 956). The presence of moderators or boundary conditions in P-O research remains limited
(Adkins, Ravlin, & Meglino, 1996; Deng et al., 2011; Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson,
2005). Thus, I consider the joint effect of PP-PO and PS-PO fit.
Table 4 describes four combinations of these two constructs.
Table 4: Interaction between PP-PO and PS-PO fit
Option 1 – High fit
- High PP-PO fit
- High PS-PO fit
Option 3 – Mixed fit
- High PP-PO fit
- Low PS-PO fit

Option 2 – Mixed fit
- Low PP-PO fit
- High PS-PO fit
Option 4 – Low fit
- Low PP-PO fit
- Low PS-PO fit

Surely, it is expected that the best work-related outcomes will result from high PS-PO fit
and high PP-PO fit (option 1). When the work environment enables an individual to fulfill
affiliation needs and to act according to personal values and goals, that individual is likely to
choose to remain in the organization and is more likely to feel committed to the organization.
Contrary, the worst organizational outcomes will result from low PS-PO and low PP-PO fit
(option 4), which together manifest the greatest experienced adversity.
Options 2 and 3, wherein one type of fit is high and the other is low (mixed fit), are less
straightforward. Psychological reactions to such misalignment of different fit types may take
different forms. On the one hand, high fit with one aspect of work may compensate or make up
for the lack of fit with another aspect of work. For instance, good fit with members of the
organization may compensate, psychologically, for low fit with organizational goals and values,
and vice versa. Another prediction may be that low fit with one aspect of work may dominantly
and negatively ‘color’ the entire work experience. Research suggests that within the spectrum of
relevant information, people are more sensitive to loss- than to gain-related information
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(Tversky & Kahneman, 1991). Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, and Vohs (2001) termed the
phrase “bad is stronger than good”. This effect explains why negative experiences at work are
not always moderated by opposing positive experiences (Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002). One
more option for consideration is that the high fit and low fit will average, offset, or counter one
another, resulting in a mixed experience of organizational fit. In this case, no interaction effect is
expected beyond the additive effect of the two fit types.
Among these three options, research on fit lends more support to the first option.
Research suggests that a ‘spillover’ effect occurs when one dimension of fit has a compensating
influence on another dimension (Kristof-Brown, Jansen, & Colbert, 2002; Jansen & KristofBrown, 2006). Hence, a sense of fit with one aspect of the organization compensates,
psychologically, for the experience of low fit with other aspects of the organization. Resick,
Baltes, and Shantz (2007) explain that “when people experience good fit with one facet of the
environment and poor fit with another facet, they may downplay the lack of fit to reduce the
dissonance that might arise from conflicting perceptions of fit” (p. 1447). Multiple research
findings support the spillover effect hypothesis (Elfenbein & O'Reilly, 2007; Kristof-Brown,
Jansen, & Colbert, 2002; Resick, Baltes, & Shantz, 2007; Rice, Near, & Hunt, 1980; Vogel &
Feldman, 2009).
I accordance, I hypothesize that (1) high PP-PO and high PS-PO fit, simultaneously, will
result in the highest organizational commitment and lowest level of intention to leave the
organization, (2) low PP-PO and low PS-PO fit, simultaneously, will result in the lowest level of
commitment and highest intention to leave the organization, and (3) when one type of fit is high
and the other is low, the high fit will compensate to a degree for the negative impact of the low
fit on commitment and intention to leave. Namely, once one fit type is high, the impact of the
other fit type will be overall weaker.
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Figure 5: Proposed interaction between PS-PO fit and PP-PO fit predicting intention to leave

High PS-PO fit

High affective
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Low PS-PO fit

Low affective
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Low fit

PP-PO fit
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Figure 6: Proposed interaction between PS-PO fit and PP-PO fit predicting affective commitment

Lastly, the second and third option, wherein one type of fit is high and the other is low,
are not necessarily the same in their impact on outcomes of interest. Namely, it is possible that
high PP-PO fit and low PS-PO fit will have a different impact than the combination of low PP-PO
fit and high PS-PO fit. This difference could be based on the relative importance of PP-PO and
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PS-PO on the outcome of interest. Since this question is outside the scope of the present work,
future research could explore such possible differences.

3.2 Studying the interaction between fit perceptions and justice perceptions
In addition to the examination of the direct relationships between the two types of fit
and two types of perceived justice, it will be interesting to examine whether fit perceptions
moderate the impact of perceived justice on outcomes of interest such as intention to leave,
commitment, job satisfaction, and OCB. I propose that we may find a compensatory interaction
between these two concepts. For instance, an employee who perceives dissimilarity with others
(low PP-PO fit), but at the same time experiences high trust and proper communication with
decision makers (high interactional justice) may have a generally positive outlook on work
relationships, which in turn can yield positive outcomes for the individual and organization. A
similar argument can be made in regard to PS-PO fit and procedural justice. Both concepts relate
to workers’ evaluation of values and processes in the organization. When both are low,
outcomes should be worst; when both are high, outcomes should be highly positive. When one
is high and the other is low, a compensatory (‘spillover’) interaction effect may result.
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Figure 7: Proposed interaction between PP-PO fit and interactional justice
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Figure 8: Proposed interaction between PS-PO fit and procedural justice
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CHAPTER 4
PLANNED TIMELINE
1. November 2016: Presentation of the proposal to the committee members
2. December 2016: Revising and finalizing the proposal and questionnaire according to
committee’s comments
3. January 2016: Refining the PP-PO and PS-PO scales – doctoral students
4. February 2017: Getting the questionnaire approved (ethics standards)
5. February-April 2017: Refining the PP-PO and PS-PO scales – MBA students and
subject matter experts
6. Early-May 2017: Submitting the pilot study through Qualtrics
7. Mid-May 2017: Receiving responses to the pilot study
8. Mid to early June 2017: Analyzing the data, proposing optional PP-PO and PS-PO
scales according to pilot study results
9. Mid-June 2017: Administering the full study through Qualtrics
10. Late-June 2017: Receiving all the responses for the questionnaire from Qualtrics
11. Early July 2017: Full data analysis
12. Early to mid-July 2017: Writing the results
13. Mid-July 2017: Sending the results to committee members
14. Mid-July 2017: Writing the discussion and conclusion sections
15. Late-July to mid-August: Addressing committee’s comments
16. Early to mid-August 2017: Finalizing the document
17. August 28th 2017: Defending the dissertation
18. September-December 2017: Preparing a manuscript for submission to journal and
designing follow-up studies
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CHAPTER 5
RESULTS
This section describes in detail all important results and findings from both the pilot
survey and full survey. Broadly (see chapters above for more detail), while the purpose of the
pilot study is to construct reliable PP and PS scales, the full study is concerned with testing and
validating the two proposed scales through the examination of a set of hypothesized
relationships. Hence, this chapter begins with (1) the steps preceding the administration of the
pilot study, then moves to (2) the pilot study results, and only then (3) describes and reports the
key findings from the full survey.

5.1 Preceding steps to the pilot study
In this section I describe the preliminary steps in the scale construction, which include
generating an initial pool of PP-PO and PS-PO items, then matching items with their intended
category (PP-PO or PS-PO) and, lastly, refining the list of items (removing undesirable items). All
these steps precede the pilot testing of the items.

5.1.1 Generating an initial pool of items
As a first step, a large number of previous studies are reviewed for P-O fit related items.
Google Scholar provides access to relevant studies that include either the term “P -O fit” or
“person-organization fit”. After reviewing roughly 220 academic papers, I believe the “P-O fit”
search to be exhaustive. I also believe that any additional paper that mentions “P -O fit” not
included among the 220 academic papers was either published in a low-quality journal (in most
cases, with no impact factor) or was not relevant in terms of its content (e.g., education,
entrepreneurship). Moreover, of the approximately 130 papers that use the “P-O fit” acronym,
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only a few original meaningful items were added to the item list. After exhausting the “P-O fit”
search term, an additional search was conducted for the full term “person-organization fit”.
After roughly 60 more papers were reviewed, the first step results in approximately 100 unique
items. Notably, many, if not most, of the studies reviewed adopt or modify items from Cable &
Judge (1996), Saks & Ashforth (1997), or both. Also, a large number of studies use fit scales from
Netemeyer et al. (1997), Cable & DeRue (2002), and Mitchell et al. (2001).
In the second step, each item is labeled as “PP-PO fit”, “PS-PO fit”, or “ambiguous”
according to a preliminary interpretation of the items (see Table 5 below). From the initial pool
of items, roughly 30 items are sufficiently identifiable as either PP-PO fit or PS-PO fit at this
stage.
In the third step, items that could be readily transformed to match one of the two fit
types (with minor modifications) are identified. This step involves refinement of roughly 45
items.
In Step 4, 18 original items are newly created and added to supplement and broaden
the scope of existing or modified items. Then, the list is scanned for redundant items (items that
are almost identical) and items that are not well phrased. These items are either removed or
improved. In total, four items are deleted and two are rephrased. In the conclusion of Steps 1 to
4, the list of items includes 38 PP-PO items (10 in their original form, 18 modified, 10 new items)
including 8 reversed (negative) items and 48 PS-PO items (12 in their original form, 28 modified,
8 newly created) including 13 reversed items.
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Table 5: Initial pool of items
Source

Item

Fit type (PPPO or PSPO)

Pul a kos & Wexley
(1983)
Turba n & Jones (1988)

“My s ubordinate a nd I a re similar kind of people”

Turba n & Jones (1988)

“My s upervisor a nd I a re alike i n a number of a reas”

Col a relli & Boos (1992)
Ca bl e & Judge (1995)

“Al l i n all, the i ndividuals i n my workgroup are similar to me”
“To wha t degree did this applicant match or fi t your
orga nization and the current employees in your organization”

Ca bl e & Judge (1995)
Ca bl e & Judge (1996)

Ca bl e & Judge (1996)
Ca bl e & Judge (1996)
Judge & Ca ble (1997)

Sa ks & As hforth (1997)
Sa ks & As hforth (1997)
Sa ks & As hforth (1997)

“My s upervisor a nd I s ee things in much the same way”

“Do you thi nk this applicant's values reflect your own
orga nization's va lues and 'personality'?”
“To wha t degree do you feel your va lues ‘match’ or ‘fit’ this
orga nization and the current employees in this organization?”
“My va l ues match those of current employees i n organization”
“Do you thi nk the va lues and ‘personality’ of this organization
refl ect your own values a nd personality?”
“To wha t degree do your values, goals, a nd personality ‘ma tch’
or fi t thi s organization and the current employees i n this
orga nization?”
“To wha t extent are the va lues of the organization s imilar to
your own va l ues?
“To wha t extent does your personality match the personality or
i ma ge of the organization?”
“To wha t extent is the organization a good match for you?”

Sa ks & As hforth (1997)

“To wha t extent does the organization fulfil your needs?

Sa ks & As hforth (1997)

“To wha t extent does your new organization measure up to the
ki nd of organization you were s eeking?”
“I feel that my personal values a re a good fit with this
orga nization”
“Thi s organization has the same va lues as I do with regard to
concern for others”
“Thi s organization has the same va lues as I do with regard to
honesty”
“Thi s organization has the same va lues as I do with regard to
fa i rness”
“My va l ues a re compatible with the organization’s va lues”
“My coworkers a re similar to me”
“I l i ke the members of my work group”

Netemeyer et al. (1997)
Netemeyer et al. (1997)
Netemeyer et al. (1997)
Netemeyer et al. (1997)
Mi tchell et al. (2001)
Mi tchell et al. (2001)
Mi tchell et al. (2001)

Continued onto next page
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Li mi ting / PP-PO
Ambi guous / PPPO
Ambi guous / PPPO
PP-PO
Refers to both fit
types
s i multaneously
Ambi guous / PSPO
Refers to both fit
types
s i multaneously
PP-PO
Ambi guous
Refers to both fit
types
s i multaneously
Ambi guous
Cl os er to PS-PO
Ambi guou
s
Ambi guous / not
di rectly related
Ambi guous /
Cl os er to PS-PO
Ambi guous
Ambi guous
Ambi guous
Ambi guous
Ambi guous
PP-PO
PP-PO

Mi tchell et al. (2001)

“I fi t wi th the company’s culture”

La uver & Kri s tof-Brown
(2001)
La uver & Kri s tof-Brown
(2001)
La uver & Kri s tof-Brown
(2001)
Ca bl e & DeRue (2002)

“My va l ues match or fit the va lues of the organization”

Ambi guous / PSPO
Ambi guous

“I a m a ble to maintain my va lues at this company”

Ambi guous

“My va l ues prevent me from fitting in at this company because
they a re different from the company’s values” (reverse scored)
“The thi ngs I va lue i n life are very similar to the things that my
orga nization va lues”
“My pers onal values match my organization’s va lues a nd
cul ture”
“My orga nization’s va lues and culture provide a good fit with
the thi ngs that I va lue i n life”
“you frequently fi nd yourself disagreeing with your company’s
ma nagement practices” (reverse s cored)
“the company’s culture supports your personal va lues”

Ambi guous

“Ba s ed on what you know, how well do you think the values of
thi s organization reflect your own values”
“My job uti lizes my s kills a nd ta lents well”
“I feel like I am a good match for this organization”
“I feel personally va lued by (my organization)”
“I l i ke my work schedule (e.g., flextime, shift)”
“I fi t wi th this organization’s culture”

Ambi guous

Ca bl e & DeRue (2002)
Ca bl e & DeRue (2002)
Kri s tof-Brown, Ja nsen, &
Col bert (2002)
Kri s tof-Brown, Ja nsen, &
Col bert (2002)
Di neen, Ash, Noe (2002)
Lee et a l. (2004)
Lee et a l. (2004)
Lee et a l. (2004)
Lee et a l. (2004)
Lee et a l. (2004)
Lee et a l. (2004)
Hi ggins & Judge (2004)
Hi ggins & Judge (2004)
Si egall & McDonald
(2004)
Pi a sentin & Cha pman
(2007)
Pi a sentin & Cha pman
(2007)
Pi a sentin & Cha pman
(2007)
Pi a sentin & Cha pman
(2007)
Pi a sentin & Cha pman
(2007)
Pi a sentin & Cha pman
(2007)
Pi a sentin & Cha pman
(2007)
Res ick, Baltes, & Shantz
(2007)

“I l i ke the authority a nd responsibility I have at this company”
“Thi s applicant i s a good match or fit with my organization and
i ts current employees”
“Thi s applicant’s va lues reflect the va lues of my orga nization”
“Over the pa st few years, my work-related goals a nd the
[uni versity’s] goals have been diverging” (reversed)
“The underlying philosophy of this organization reflects what I
va l ue i n a company”
“My pers onality is similar to the employees I work with”
“I s ha re a l ot in common with people who work for this
compa ny”
“My va l ues make me feel unique because they a re different
from the company’s va lues
“My pers onal values a re different from those of my co workers”
“My pers onality is well suited for the personality or ‘i mage’ of
thi s company”
“The va l ues I possess distinguish me from other employee i n
thi s organization”
“I feel my va l ues “ma tch” or fit this organization a nd the
current employees in this organization” (adapted from Cable &
Judge, 1996)

Continued onto next page
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Ambi guous
Ambi guous
Ambi guous
PS-PO
Ambi guous

P-J fi t
Ambi guous
Ambi guous
P-J fi t
Ambi guous / PSPO
Cl os er to P-J fi t
PP-PO + PS-PO
Ambi guous / PSPO
PS-PO
PS-PO
PP-PO
PP-PO
Ambi guous
PP-PO
Ambi guous /
Cl os er to PS-PO
PP-PO
PS-PO + PP-PO

Res ick, Baltes, & Shantz
(2007)
Res ick, Baltes, & Shantz
(2007)
Res ick, Baltes, & Shantz
(2007)
Res ick, Baltes, & Shantz
(2007)
Bri ght (2007)
Bri ght (2007)
Bri ght (2007)
Bri ght (2007)
Oh et a l . (2007)
Scroggi ns (2007)
Scroggi ns (2007)
Chen & Chi u (2008)
Chen & Chi u (2008)

Wri ght & Pa ndey (2008)
Wri ght & Pa ndey (2008)
Vogel & Feldman (2009)
Vogel & Feldman (2009)
Vogel & Feldman (2009)
Ca l dwell et al. (2009)
Ca l dwell et al. (2009)
Ca l dwell et al. (2009)
Ca l dwell et al. (2009)
Pos ner (2010)
Son (2011)
Son (2011)
Son (2011)
Son (2011)

“I thi nk the values a nd personality of this organization reflect
my own va l ues and personality” (a dapted from Ca ble & Judge,
1996)
“The va l ues of this organization are similar to my own va lues”
(a dapted from Saks & As hforth, 1997)
“My va l ues match those of current employees i n this
orga nization” (adapted from Saks & As hforth, 1997)
“I feel my personality matches the “personality” or i mage of
thi s organization” (a dapted from Saks & As hforth , 1997)
“My va l ues a nd goals a re similar to the va lues and goals of my
orga nization”
“I a m not very comfortable within the culture of my
orga nization” (reverse scored)
“I feel a strong sense of belonging to my orga nization”
“Wha t this organization stands for is very i mportant to me”
“Overa l l, I think I fit well with my orga nization”
“My pers onal values a re not compatible with the va lues of the
orga nization” (R)
“My pers onality and va lues are a good match with other
empl oyees i n this organization”
“I thi nk my va lues are the same as this organization's va lue”
(a dapted from Netemeyer et al. 1997)
“Wi th regard to concerns for others, my va l ues are the s ame
a s this organization's va lues.” (adapted from Netemeyer et al.
1997)
“If the va lues of this organization were different, I would not
be a s a ttached to this organization”
“The reason I prefer this organization to others is because of
wha t i t s tands for, i ts values”
“My pers onal goals and the goals of my orga nization are very
s i milar”
“I i dentify strongly with the goals of my organization”
“I don’t ca re a bout the goals of this organization as much as
ma ny of my co-workers do (reverse-scored)
“My pers onal values match my organization’s va lues” (adapted
from Ca l dwell et a l. 2004)
“My pers onal values a nd those of the organization are s imilar”
(a dapted from Caldwell et al. 2004)
“My goa l s are aligned wi th those of my organization” (Adapted
from Ca bl e & Judge, 1996)
“I do not s eem to fit with where my overall organization is
goi ng” (Adapted from Ca ble & Judge, 1996)
“I fi nd that sometimes I have to compromise personal
pri nciples to conform to my orga nization’s expectations”
“I fi nd that my va lues and the va lues where I work a re very
s i milar”
“Wha t my company stands for i s important to me”
“I a gree with the values that define the goals of my company”
“I a m s eldom a sked a t work to do anything that goes against
my pers onal moral va lues”

Continued onto next page

64

Ambi guous / PSPO
Ambi guous / PSPO
PP-PO
Ambi guous / PSPO
Ambi guous / PSPO
Ambi guous / PSPO
Ambi guous
PS-PO
Ambi guous
Ambi guous / PSPO
PP-PO
Ambi guous
Ambi guous

Ambi guous / PSPO
PS-PO
PS-PO
PS-PO
PS-PO mi xed
wi th PP-PO
Ambi guous / PSPO
Ambi guous / PSPO
PS-PO
PS-PO
Ambi guous
Ambi guous
PS-PO
PS-PO
PS-PO

Pa rk et a l . (2011)
Ta k (2011)
Wei (2012)
Wei (2012)
Cooper-Thomas &
Wri ght (2013)
Cooper-Thomas &
Wri ght (2013)
Cooper-Thomas &
Wri ght (2013)
Goul d-Williams et a l.
(2013)
Goul d-Williams et a l.
(2013)
Goul d-Williams et a l.
(2013)
Kri s tof-Brown &
Bi l lsberry (2013)
Horvera k et a l. (2013)
Horvera k et a l. (2013)
Horvera k et a l. (2013)
Al ni açik et a l. (2013)
Al ni açik et a l. (2013)
Al ni açik et a l. (2013)
Al ni açik et a l. (2013)

“I ma tch or fi t with the current employees in my organization”
(modi fied from Ca ble & Judge, 1997)
“I ha ve characteristics i n common with my orga nization”
(a dopted from Choi & Yoo, 2005)
“I feel like I am a good match for this company”
“To wha t degree do you think you match of fit your
orga nization and the current employees in your organization?”
“I don’t really feel a part of my company”

PP-PO

“I don’t thi nk l ike the others do”

PP-PO

“I feel like I don’t really belong”
“My va l ues match or fit the va lues of my organization”

Ambi guous / PPPO
Ambi guous

“My goa l s are very s imilar to the goals of my organization”

PS-PO

“Overa l l, I think I fit well with my orga nization”

Ambi guous

“How well do you think you fit in the organization?

Ambi guous

“To wha t extent does this a pplicant fit i nto your organization?”
“To wha t extent is this a pplicant similar to other employees?
“To wha t extent do this applicant’s va lues reflect the va lues of
the orga nization?”
“To wha t extent do you feel your va lues match or fit this
orga nization”
“To wha t extent do your organization’s objectives reflect your
own objectives?”
“To wha t extent the personality of this organization reflect
your own personality”
“To wha t extent your organization’s va lues and culture provide
a good fit with the things that you value in l ife?”

Ambi guous
PP-PO
Ambi guous / PSPO
Ambi guous

Ambi guous
Ambi guous
PP-PO + PS-PO
Ambi guous

PS-PO
Ambi guous
Ambi guous / PSPO

5.1.2 Refining the list of items
In Step 5, the full list of items is reviewed by one of two committee chairs, and in
accordance with the professor’s comments regarding the items’ assigned category (PP -PO or PSPO) and regarding their clarity and overall quality. Eleven items are then modified (one PP-PO
and 10 PS-PO items) and 17 items that are considered confusing, not directly related to fit, or
too complex are removed from the list (eight PP-PO and nine PS-PO items). Overall, this stage
suggests a good level of agreement between the professor and myself regarding the initial pool
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of items. The resulting list has 30 PP-PO fit items (9 original, 13 modified, 8 new) and 38 PS-PO
fit items (11 original, 21 modified, 6 new).
Steps 6 to 8 involve asking people that are not directly involved with the project for
feedback on the items. These respondents are management PhD students (with marginal
knowledge of the topic at hand), MBA students (who are unlikely to be familiar with the topic),
and content experts (who are highly knowledgeable on the topic of fit). First, fellow
management PhD students are asked to go over the items and (1) associate each item with
either PP-PO or PS-PO fit and (2) indicate whether the item is clear or confusing. Of the 22 PhD
students invited to participate, eight PhD students anonymously provided their responses.
While there are some differences in the students’ responses, there are several items that seem
not to convincingly match their intended fit category, for instance: “I feel my beliefs and values
match or fit this organization’s leadership” and “I often disagree with top management
decisions” (both of which are originally labeled as PS-PO fit, but are identified as PP-PO fit by the
PhD students). Since the pool of items is quite large at this point, all confusi ng items and items
that are assigned incorrectly in terms of the fit type are removed from the item list. In total, four
PP-PO fit and eight PS-PO fit items are eliminated. Some of the removed items include “I like the
members of my work group”, “I tend to see eye to eye with my colleagues”, “I do not seem to fit
with where my organization is going”, and “I am seldom asked at work to do anything that goes
against my personal moral values”.
The purpose of Step 7 is to ensure that all confusing or unclear ite ms are eliminated
prior to the content experts’ review. Also, it is very important to receive feedback from
laypersons (namely, people who do not have a scholarly background) regarding the items in
order to evaluate the clarity (whether in content or style) of the items for the general
population. For this purpose, in this part MBA students are asked to go over the remaining items
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and indicate whether the item is “very clear”, “clear”, “somewhat clear”, or “confusing”; in
instances where the item is marked “confusing”, they are asked to explain the reason for this
confusion. Eleven MBA students participated in this step. While students vary in their responses,
there are several items that are identified as confusing or not very clear by several students.
Almost all items regarded as confusing by the students are removed from the list of items. In
addition, when there is a compelling explanation regarding an item’s lack of clarity, the item is
removed, even if only one student mentions this item as confusing or unclear. As a result, 20
items are removed from the list.
Four content experts agreed to take part in Step 8. The four participating content
experts are Prof. Reid De Cooman (KU Leuven, Belgium), Prof. Wouter Vleugels (KU Leuven,
Belgium), Prof. Elizabeth Follmer (University of Massachusetts, Amherst, USA), and Prof.
Danielle Talbot (Coventry Business School, United Kingdom). In this step the experts are asked
to (1) make a match between each item and its designated category (PP-PO or PS-PO), (2) rate
the degree to which the item represents the construct (ranging “very inadequately” to
“extremely well”), and, if they feel that the item does not represent well the construct, (3)
provide an explanation for their negative evaluation of the item.
Similar to previous stages, the criterion for elimination of items from the list is
agreement between two or more of the content experts regarding the item’s inappropriateness.
In addition, the explanation provided by the experts for items rated as problematic is also taken
into consideration. Notably, the experts demonstrate quite different views regarding the items.
For instance, while De Cooman reports 19 items as either very inadequate or somewhat
inadequate (out of 36 items), Prof. Vleugels mentions five items, and Prof. Follmer identifies
four such items as undesirable, although she expresses some concerns regarding six additional
items and regarding the potential overlap between person-group fit and PP-PO fit. Prof. Talbot
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refers to one problematic item and also makes note of potential overlap between PS-PO fit and
person-supervisor fit. As a result of these comments, three PP-PO and four PS-PO items are
removed. With the results of the EFA, it is possible to further assess the experts’ responses and
concerns regarding some of the items. Prof. De Cooman suggests five additional items to be
included in the survey, although these items were removed in earlier stages. Lastly, it should be
mentioned that the content experts are very interested in this research project and believe it is
an interesting and worthwhile endeavor.
At the conclusion of Step 8, the process of choosing items for the pilot study results in
17 PP-PO items and 17 PS-PO items, which is a substantially smaller number than the amount of
items in previous steps. The resulting list includes six reversed PP-PO items and nine reversed
PS-PO items. In terms of addressing the content experts’ concerns regarding overlapping
constructs, the pilot study includes person-group fit, person-job fit, and person-supervisor fit.
These concerns add to the concern regarding the potential overlap between PP-PO and PS-PO.

5.2 Pilot-testing the items
In this section I describe the results from the pilot survey that was administered from
May 9 to May 13, 2017. The final sample includes 152 participants and the average duration for
participation is 8 minutes, 26 seconds. People who failed to answer the check question (“Please
select Agree to show you are paying attention”), took less than five minutes to respond to the
entire survey, or did “straight-lining” throughout large portions of the pilot survey are not
included in the final sample. From the 152 valid responses, 12 cases are identified as outliers;
these 12 cases are thus not included in the study sample (prior to their removal all pilot analyses
were conducted and compared with and without the outliers, and the results suggest that it is
preferable to remove these cases).
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The criterion for outliers is derived from the fact that the proposed fit items have both
positive and negative coded items, hence I can use opposite items for the outliers’ criterion.
Specifically, I use two pairs of similar but opposite questions. In the case that people respond
“strongly agree” or ”strongly disagree” to two seemingly opposite items, this can be considered
as an outlier. Also, if both item pairs show, simultaneously, similar responses (namely, “agree”
and “strongly agree” or “disagree” and “strongly disagree”), despite that both of the pairs are
opposite in nature, this also can lead to the conclusion that a response is an outlier. An example
for two opposite questions are: “I feel close to members of this organization” and “I don't fit in
with my coworkers. I feel left out a lot”. It is rather unlikely that both of these items are highly
true or highly false at the same time for the same person.

5.2.1 Demographics data and background variables
Table 6 below presents the sample’s demographic information. As indicated earlier, the
sample is representative of the US population according to age, gender, and income.
Table 6: Demographic information for the pilot study
Variable
Age (in years)
M
SD
Range
Gender (n % females)
Race (n %)
Caucasian (White)
African American
Hispanic
Asian American
Other
Continued onto next page
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Data
41.2
13.2
18-71
76 (54.3)
118 (84.3)
9 (6.4)
6 (4.3)
5 (3.6)
2 (1.4)

Education (n %)
Less than high school
High school
Some college
Bachelors
Professional degree
Graduate degree (or higher)
Income (n %)
Under $25,000
$25,000-49,999
$50,000-74,999
$75,000-99,999
$100,000-149,999
$150,000+
Role in the organization (n %)
Senior manager
Administrative or policy staff
Middle management
Frontline management
Professional staff
Other
Tenure in the organization (in years)
M
SD
Range
* N ranges 132 to 140.

2 (1.4)
25 (17.9)
48 (34.3)
33 (23.6)
11 (7.9)
21 (15.0)
31 (22.1)
37 (26.4)
26 (18.6)
15 (10.7)
17 (12.1)
14 (10.0)
18 (12.9)
17 (12.1)
21 (15.0)
6 (4.3)
41 (29.3)
36 (25.7)
9.6
8.2
2-40

In addition to age, gender, race, education, income, tenure, and role in the organization,
and in addition to the list of potential PP-PO and PS-PO fit items, the pilot survey also includes a
commonly used PO fit scale, intention to leave, person-supervisor fit, person-group fit, a short
scale of person-job fit, and a short scale of social desirability. Table 7 shows the means, standard
deviations, reliability measures, and intercorrelations of the main study variables.
Table 7 shows that most scales’ reliabilities are very good. Also, the short social
desirability scale presents a result similar to previous studies that use this short version (Hay,
Hayashi, & Stewart, 1989). Notably, this is a fairly good reliability for a five-item scale, compared
to the only modestly higher reliability achieved with the longer, 17-item social desirability scale.
For the purpose of this research, this very brief measure of socially desirable responses works
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quite well. In terms of correlations between the key study variables, most correlations are
moderate, ranging from 0.300 to 0.600, with all directions as expected. Two higher correlations
are shown between the generalized PO fit measure and person-supervisor fit as well as persongroup fit. While it is expected that PP-PO would have similarly higher correlations with these
two people-oriented scales (person-supervisor fit and person-group fit), PS-PO is likely to have
lower correlations with those scales and higher correlation with person-job fit, as hypothesized
earlier in this research.
Table 7: Means, standard deviations, reliability, and intercorrelations of the main study variables
Variable
1. pers on-organization fit
2. Intention to leave
3. pers on-supervisor fit
4. pers on-job fit
5. pers on-group fit
6. s ocial desirability

M
2.29
3.45
2.51
2.17
2.21
2.09

SD
0.76
1.25
1.01
0.89
0.70
0.57

1
0.894
-0.612***
0.661***
0.541***
0.761***
0.144

2
0.930
-0.471***
-0.564***
-0.444***
-0.311***

3
0.879
0.372***
0.583***
0.295***

4
0.703
0.483***
0.205*

5
0.902
0.340***

6
0.591

The Ns of the correlations are 138-140. Cronbach’s Alpha is shown on the diagonal.
* P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001
When examining correlations between demographic variables and key study variables,
few dominant relationships show that people that have higher ranks in the organization report
higher person-supervisor fit (r = 0.236, p<0.01) and higher person-group fit (r = 0.313, p<0.001).
People that report higher pay also report higher person-supervisor fit (r = 0.265, p<0.001),
higher person-job fit (r = 0.270, p<0.01), higher person-group fit (r = 0.348, p<0.001), and lower
intention to leave the organization in the near future (r = -0.266, p<0.01). Lastly, more educated
people report somewhat higher experienced fit (r ranges 0.115 NS to 0.211, p<0.05) and lower
intention to leave the organization (r = -0.240, p<0.01). Hence, it is evident that more educated,
well paid, highly ranked individuals are more likely to experience good fit with different
organizational aspects (see Bretz & Judge, 1994) and are also less prone to leave the
organization.
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Two additional questions that are asked in the pilot survey refer to the person’s
occupational industry and the number of organizational members the person interacts with on a
weekly basis. In regard to these two questions, 12.2% of the sample works in the professional,
scientific and technical services, 11.5% works in construction, 8.3% in manufacturing, and the
rest in industries such as finance, real estate, the automobile industry, food services, healthcare
services, and government. In terms of the amount of interactions people have on a weekly basis,
about 60% of the people interact with up to 20 people per week, and only about 15% of the
people interact with more than 50 people per week.

5.2.2 Multiple EFA analyses
One of the main purposes of the pilot study is to conduct the EFA, which can either
support or contradict the proposed PP-PO/PS-PO split. Empirical separation of the items into
two (or more) categories can suggest the necessity for the two newly proposed scales.
The EFA procedure includes (1) reverse-coding negative items, (2) executing multiple
rotation methods for the EFA after excluding outliers, (3) identifying cross-loading items, and (4)
re-executing the EFA without those items to see if there are any significant differences in the
results. Once these steps are completed, and if the PP-PO and PS-PO components are actually
identified as hypothesized, a structured selection/elimination procedure is conducted in order
to pick the best items for the proposed scales.
Oblique rotation methods chosen for the EFA are Varimax, Quartimax, Equamax and
Promax. The EFA literature recommends using several rotation methods in order to see
convergence of results. Also, there is no one rotation method that is preferable over the other
methods, so there is no reason to choose one method over the others (Ford, MacCallum, & Tait,
1986; Harman, 1976). Since the number of analyses is quite large (4 [rotation methods] X 2 [with
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and without cross-loading items]), few representative tables are presented, although key
findings from all analyses are reported.
First, when all potential fit items are included in the analysis, V arimax and Quartimax
reveal three components with Eigenvalues greater than 1.000: (1) all positive PP-PO items, (2) all
positive PS-PO items, and (3) all negative (reverse-coded) items, see Tables 8 and 9 below. This
result looks promising as it entails the PP-PO and PS-PO division
Table 8: EFA results, Varimax, item-loadings
1
PP
Pos
I s hare a l ot in common with people who work for this company

2
PP+PS
Neg

3
PS
Pos

0.670

The va l ues I possess distinguish me from other employees in this organization
My va l ues match those of current employees i n this organization

0.680

I ma tch or fi t with the current employees in my organization

0.683

I feel my va lues 'match' or 'fit' the va lues of current employees in this organization

0.715

My va l ues match or fit the va lues of other people who work for this organization

0.779

The thi ngs I va lue i n life are very similar to the things my coworkers va lue

0.734

My pers onal values a nd those of other employees i n the organization are s imilar

0.680

I feel cl ose to members of this organization

0.661

I don't fit i n with my coworkers. I feel left out a lot

0.477

There is very l ittle i n common between me a nd other people in this organization
I ha ve good chemistry with other members of this organization

0.504
0.708

Sometimes I feel that I need to "fake it" in order to be a ccepted by other members of my
orga nization
Sometimes I feel that I need to "fake it" in order to get along with other members i n my
orga nization
I work wi th like-minded people
I feel 'disconnected' from other employees in this organization

0.522

0.646
0.400

0.559

0.746
0.492

0.421

The underlying philosophy of this organization reflects what I va lue in a company

0.743

I i dentify strongly with the goals of my organization

0.731

My va l ues 'match' or 'fit' this organization's mission

0.697

My va l ues match or fit the company's core va lues

0.409

My va l ues prevent me from fitting in at this company because they cl ash with the
compa ny's goals a nd aspirations
I di slike my company rul es
My pers onal values a re not compatible with the mission of the organization

Continued onto next page
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0.709
0.519
0.642

0.655

I don't ca re a bout the goals of this organization very much
I fi nd that sometimes I have to compromise personal principles to conform to my
orga nization's goals or mission
I frequently object to organizational policies

0.472

My bel iefs and values a nd the organization's rules and procedures often clash

0.743

The rul es in this organization often don't make s ense to me

0.631

I fi nd that I cri ticize the organization's processes and operations quite a lot

0.670

0.403

0.690
0.754

My pers onal values match my organization's va lues a nd culture

0.724

My orga nization's values a nd culture provide a good fi t with the things that I va lue in life

0.757

I thi nk that the va lues a nd personality of the people i n this organization reflect my own
va l ues and personality

0.692

I thi nk that the core values a nd culture of this organization reflect my own values a nd
pers onality

0.473

0.643

I feel that my personality ma tches the "personality" or i mage of this organization

0.428

0.618

* Only showing item-loading > 0.400
Table 9: EFA results, Varimax, variance explained

Initial Eigenvalues
Component
1

% of Variance

Cumulative %

15.577

Total

45.814

45.814

2

3.207

9.433

55.247

3

2.086

6.134

61.381

Figure 9: Scree Plot, Varimax
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Promax and Equamax, in comparison, reveal four components: (1) positive PP-PO items,
(2) positive PS-PO items, (3) negative PP-PO items, and (4) negative PS-PO items (see Tables 10
and 11 below). Notably, this division provides even greater support for the PP-PO/PS-PO
separation. In addition to the separation between PP-PO and PS-PO, the positive-negative
division is also very prominent, as it appears in all of the analyses conducted. On the one hand,
it is possible that people simply respond differently to positive and negative items for some
psychological reasons that are not directly related to the concept of fit (e.g., social desirability).
On the other hand, it is possible that the positive-negative distinction reflects two conceptually
distinct phenomena, namely, two distinct aspects of perceived fit (i.e., perceived “fit” versus
perceived “misfit”). While this distinction is neither hypothesized nor theorized in this work and
is not within the scope of the study’s research question, it seems worthwhile to further explore
this potential conceptual difference as a supplementary analysis, mainly for suggesting future
research directions.
Table 10: EFA results, Equamax, item-loadings

I s hare a l ot in common with people who work for
The va l ues I possess distinguish me from other employees
i n thi s organization
My va l ues match those of current employees i n this
I ma tch or fi t with the current employees in my
I feel my va lues 'match' or 'fit' the va lues of current
empl oyees i n this organization
My va l ues match or fit the va lues of other people who
work for thi s organization
The thi ngs I va lue i n life are very similar to the things my
coworkers value
My pers onal values a nd those of other employees i n the
orga nization are similar
I feel cl ose to members of this organization
I don't fit i n with my coworkers. I feel left out a lot
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1
PP Pos
0.581

2
PS Pos

Component
3
4
PS Neg
PP Neg

5
0.853

0.680
0.611
0.689
0.686
0.640
0.603
0.482

0.583
0.800

There is very l ittle i n common between me a nd other
people in this organization
I ha ve good chemistry with other members of this
Sometimes I feel that I need to "fake it" in order to be
a ccepted by other members of my orga nization
Sometimes I feel that I need to "fake it" in order to get
a l ong with other members in my organization
I work wi th like-minded people
I feel 'disconnected' from other employees in this
The underlying philosophy of this organization reflects
wha t I va lue i n a company

0.431
0.551

0.503
0.507

0.477

0.418

0.445

0.401

0.577

0.436

0.676
0.727

I i dentify strongly with the goals of my organization

0.729
0.682
0.622

My va l ues 'match' or 'fit' this organization's mission
My va l ues match or fit the company's core va lues
My va l ues prevent me from fitting in at this company
beca use they cl ash with the company's goals and
I di slike my company rul es

0.406
0.624
0.504

My pers onal values a re not compatible with the

0.599

I don't ca re a bout the goals of this organization very

0.612

I fi nd that sometimes I have to compromise personal
pri nciples to conform to my orga nization's goals or mission
I frequently object to organizational policies

0.717
0.689

My bel iefs and values a nd the organization's rules and
procedures often cl ash
The rul es in this organization often don't make

0.670

I fi nd that I cri ticize the organization's processes and
My pers onal values match my organization's va lues
My orga nization's values a nd culture provide a good fi t
wi th the things that I value in l ife
I thi nk that the va lues a nd personality of the people i n this
orga nization reflect my own va lues and
I thi nk that the core values a nd culture of this organization
refl ect my own va lues and personality
I feel that my personality ma tches the "personality" or

0.711
0.759
0.646
0.455

0.638
0.605

* Only showing item-loading > 0.400
Table 11: EFA results, Equamax, variance explained

Initial Eigenvalues
Component
1

Total

0.550

% of Variance

Cumulative %

15.577

45.814

45.814

2

3.207

9.433

55.247

3

2.086

6.134

61.381

4

1.053

3.097

64.478

5

1.028

3.024

67.501

76

0.536

0.451

0.543

0.523

Figure 10: Scree Plot, Equimax
Next, cross-loading items are identified according to a pre-determined criterion. An item
is treated as a cross-loading item when the difference in loading between two components is
less than 0.200. Two more requirements are (1) that at least one of the loadings is greater than
0.400 (otherwise, the item is not very relevant for both components) and (2) that at least two
EFA results (out of eight analyses) suggest that the item cross-loads. In total, seven items are
removed from the list of items for further analysis, the items are:
1. “I think that the core values and culture of this organization reflect my own values and
personality”
2. “I feel that my personality matches the "personality" or image of this organization”
3. “I don't care about the goals of this organization very much”
4. “I feel close to members of this organization”
5. “There is very little in common between me and other people in this organization”
6. “Sometimes I feel that I need to "fake it" in order to be accepted by other members of my
organization”
7. “Sometimes I feel that I need to "fake it" in order to get along with other members in my
organization”

77

When the seven cross-loading items are removed, there are some differences in the
results. While Quartimax shows only two components – one for positive items and one for
reverse-coded items (regardless of the type of fit) -- the three other methods each display three
components: (1) positive PS-PO items, (202) negative PS-PO items, and (3) all PP-PO items (for
example, see Tables 12 and 13). This outcome reaffirms the split between PP-PO and PS-PO,
while also highlighting the split between positively-termed items and reverse-coded items.

Table 12: EFA results, cross-loading items removed, Varimax, item-loadings
Component
1 - PP
full
I s hare a l ot in common with people who work for this company

2 - PS
Neg

3 - PS
Pos

0.658

The va l ues I possess distinguish me from other employees in this organization
My va l ues match those of current employees i n this organization

0.639

I ma tch or fi t with the current employees in my organization

0.671

0.413

I feel my va lues 'match' or 'fit' the va lues of current employees in this
orga nization

0.674

0.404

My va l ues match or fit the va lues of other people who work for this organization

0.795

The thi ngs I va lue i n life are very similar to the things my coworkers va lue

0.728

My pers onal values a nd those of other employees i n the organization are s imilar

0.696

I don't fit i n with my coworkers. I feel left out a lot

0.606

I ha ve good chemistry with other members of this organization
I work wi th like-minded people

0.777

I feel 'disconnected' from other employees in this organization

0.581

0.495

0.731
0.484

The underlying philosophy of this organization reflects what I va lue in a
compa ny

0.755

I i dentify strongly with the goals of my organization

0.723

My va l ues 'match' or 'fit' this organization's mission

0.708

My va l ues match or fit the company's core va lues

0.721

My va l ues prevent me from fitting in at this company because they cl ash with
the company's goals a nd aspirations

0.780

I di slike my company rul es

0.462

My pers onal values a re not compatible with the mission of the organization

0.707

Continued onto next page
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I fi nd that sometimes I have to compromise personal principles to conform to
my orga nization's goals or mission

0.678

I frequently object to organizational policies

0.741

My bel iefs and values a nd the organization's rules and procedures often clash

0.784

The rul es in this organization often don't make s ense to me

0.645

I fi nd that I cri ticize the organization's processes and operations quite a lot

0.634

My pers onal values match my organization's va lues a nd culture

0.702

My orga nization's values a nd culture provide a good fi t with the things that I
va l ue i n life
I thi nk that the va lues a nd personality of the people i n this organization reflect
my own va l ues and personality

0.738
0.675

0.406

* Only showing item-loading > 0.400
Table 13: EFA results, cross-loading items removed, Varimax, variance explained

Initial Eigenvalues
Component
1

Total

% of Variance

Cumulative %

12.113

44.865

44.865

2

2.835

10.500

55.365

3

1.719

6.367

61.732

Since the EFA results provide strong initial support for the PP-PO/PS-PO conceptual
separation, all the remaining items (after removing the cross-loading items) are potentially
useful items for the two fit scales. The following section explains the item selection/elimination
process, according to which the best items are identified for each scale.

Figure 11: Scree Plot, cross-loading items removed, Varimax
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5.2.3 Item selection process
After eliminating the cross-loading items, the next step is correlating each item with the
social desirability scale. All correlations are low to moderate, with only one item that has a
correlation greater than 0.400 (i.e., “My beliefs and values and the organization's rules and
procedures often clash”, r = 408, p<0.001). Therefore, no item is removed at this stage. At the
next step, items with low item-total correlation are removed. One PP-PO item and one PS-PO
item are removed given their lower correlation with their respective PP-PO and PS-PO items.
Then, for PP-PO next steps are (1) elimination of one item that appears to be a persongroup fit item rather than person-organization fit item and (2) removal of items that are
redundant, namely, items that sound too similar to each other. A full item-correlation matrix
helps identifying such similar items, combined with a careful review of all the items. Similar
items for instance are:
1. "My values match those of current employees in this organization"
2. "My values match or fit the values of other people who work for this organization”
3. "I feel my values 'match' or 'fit' the values of current employees in this organization"
From these three items, the item with the lowest correlation with person-group and PSPO fit is kept. In a similar manner two more similar items are identified and one of the two items
is removed.
For the PS-PO items, a similar process of eliminating redundant items resulted in the
removal few items. Similar items for example:
1. “My personal values match my organization’s values and culture”
2. “My organization’s values and culture provide a good fit with the things that I value in life”
Lastly, three additional PS-PO items that two or more experts did not like very much are
removed at this point. From the remaining items, I propose several optional scales that
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demonstrate good reliability. The final items chosen demonstrate a good balance between
parsimony (number of items) and reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha). Also, it is desirable to have at
least one negative item in each scale in order to increase the scale’s re liability.
Table 14 presents information on the emerging possible scales for PP-PO and PS-PO; this
information includes the scale’s reliability, number of items, number of negative items,
correlation with person-group fit and with person-job fit, as well as with social desirability.
Table 14: Information on proposed PP-PO and PS-PO scales
Scale:

Total
number
of Items

Cronbach’s
Alpha

Negative
items

Correlation
with PG

Correlation Correlation
with PJ
with social
desirability

PS-PO scales
Option A

6

0.860

3

0.584***

0.547***

0.344***

Option B

5

0.836

2

0.583***

0.559***

0.341***

Option C

5

0.839

2

0.597***

0.568***

0.284**

Option A

6

0.862

1

0.810***

0.436***

0.296***

Option B

6

0.859

1

0.813***

0.431***

0.320***

Option C

6

0.853

2

0.785***

0.380***

0.324***

PP-PO scales

The Ns of the correlations are 138-140. * P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001.
Notably, the options created for each scale are not very different in terms of their
reliabilities, correlations with other fit scales, and correlations with social desirability. Overall,
for PS-PO, the six-item scale shows a higher reliability in comparison to the five-item scales, and
therefore makes for a “safer” choice. For the PP-PO scale, the three options display similar
reliabilities and, therefore, Option C is chosen, given its smaller correlation with person-group fit
and person-job fit. Overall, all proposed scales demonstrate relatively a similar low relationship
with social desirability ranging from 0.284 (p < 0.01) to 0.344 (p < 0.001), while the greater the
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number of negative items, the greater the correlation with social desirability, as expected.
Lastly, the correlations between the PS-PO scales and PP-PO scales range from 0.624 to 0.648
(p<0.001), reaffirming sufficient distinctiveness between the two fit scales.
When examining the two chosen scales (Option C for PP-PO and Option A for PS-PO), In
addition to the results presented in Table 14, few additional outcomes are notable. First, PP-PO
is positively linked with rank in the organization (r = 0.214, p < 0.05) and PS-PO has no significant
association with this variable (r = 0.052, NS). Second, salary is positively linked with both PP-PO
(r = 0.295, p<0.001) and PS-PO fit (r = 0.285, p=0.001). Third, intention to leave is negatively
linked with both PP-PO and PS-PO fit (r = -0.548 and -0.652 respectively, p<0.001). Lastly, tenure
is positively linked with PS-PO fit (r = 0.290, p=0.001) and has no significant relationship with PPPO fit (r = 0.136, NS). Age, gender, race, and education show no significant correlation with the
two newly created scales.
It is important to note that most of these relationships are not theorized, but it is
nonetheless interesting to consider, for instance, why people with higher ranks experience
higher PP-PO fit than lower-ranked employees or why PS-PO fit is linked with tenure but not PPPO fit. Notably, the ASA theory suggests that tenure should be highly related to PP-PO fit.
Specifically, the theory argues that employees who have lower fit with others will tend to leave
the organization, and those who stay will assimilate themselves to others, hence resulting in a
homogenous workforce. The pilot results, however, suggest that PP-PO fit has no significant
association with tenure. Evidently, the ASA theory received thus far little empirical support (see
Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer, Beehr, &
Wagner, 2003). It is very interesting to consider why people increase their fit with the system
over the years but not necessarily with the people they work with. Also, the effect sizes for both
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fit types are only moderate, suggesting that tenure has limited association with organizational
fit. These interesting findings merit further exploration.
At this point, additional only positive and only negative scales are formed for the sake of
exploratory supplementary analysis given the EFA separation between positive and negativelycoded items (see Appendix B).
The items chosen for the PP-PO scale are:
1. “I match or fit with the current employees in my organization”
2. “I have good chemistry with other members of this organization”
3. “I work with like-minded people”
4. “I think that the values and personality of the people in this organization reflect my own
values and personality”
5. “I don’t fit in with my coworkers. I feel left out a lot”
6. “I feel ‘disconnected’ from other employees in this organization
The items chosen for the PS-PO scale are:
1. “The underlying philosophy of this organization reflects what I value in a company”
2. “I identify strongly with the goals of my organization”
3. “My values prevent me from fitting in at this company because they clash with the company’s
goals and aspirations”
4. “My beliefs and values and the organization’s rules and procedures often clash”
5. “The rules in this organization often don’t make sense to me”
6. “My values ‘match’ or ‘fit’ this organization’s mission”
Additional PP-PO items that are chosen for the all-positive and all-negative scales are:
Supplementary item 1. “I share a lot in common with people who work for this company”
Supplementary item 2. “My values match those of current employees in this organization”
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Supplementary item 3. “There is very little in common between me and other people in this
organization”
Supplementary item 4. “Sometimes I feel that I need to “fake it” in order to get along with other
members in my organization”
Additional PS-PO items that are chosen for the all-positive and all-negative scales are:
Supplementary item 1. “My values match or fit the company’s core values”
Supplementary item 2. “My personal values are not compatible with the mission of the
organization”
While the selection of items for the PP-PO and PS-PO scales fulfills the purpose of this
section, preliminary testing of the two proposed scales in a regression analysis is presented in
Table B.1 in Appendix B. Broadly, according to regression analysis the two scales explain
significantly more variance than the general PO fit scale in predicting intention to leave, and also
the two scale have different effects on this outcome of interest, interestingly so, further
suggesting the value in conceptual and empirical split between the two proposed constructs.

5.3 Analyzing the full sample data
This section presents the results from the full survey that was administered from June
13 to June 30, 2017. People who failed to answer two check questions (e.g. “Please select Agree
to show you are paying attention”), took a very short time to complete the entire survey, or did
“straight-lining” throughout large portions of the pilot survey were not included in the final
sample. The final sample, after removing the problematic cases just described, includes 294
participants and the average duration for participation is 16 minutes, 45 seconds. The shortest
duration is 8 minutes and 35 seconds and the longest one is about 70 minutes.
Similarly to the pilot study, the criterion for outliers is derived from the fact that the
proposed fit items have both positive and negative coded items, hence opposite items can be
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used for the item removal criterion. An example for two opposite questions are: “I have good
chemistry with other members of this organization” and “I don’t fit with my coworkers. I feel left
out a lot”. It is rather unlikely that both of these items are highly true or highly false at the same
time for a single person. According to the criteria applied, 14 cases (4.8% of the sample) are
considered outliers out of 294 people in total. This demonstrates the high quality of the data
collected. An examination of the data (e.g. reliabilities, inter-item correlations, etc.) suggests
that these 14 cases should be removed, hence they are not included in the following analyses.

5.3.1 Demographics data and background variables
Table 15 below presents the sample’s demographic data. Just like in the pilot study, this
sample is representative of the US working population according to age, gender, and income.
The sample is limited to workers who have been with their employer for at least two years.
Table 15: Demographic information for the full study
Variable
Age (in years)
M
SD
Range
Gender (n % females)
Race (n %)
Caucasian (White)
African American
Hispanic
Asian American
Education (n %)
Less than high school
High school
Some college
Bachelors
Graduate degree (or higher)
Continued onto next page
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Data
42.0
13.4
19-80
147 (52.5)
217 (77.5)
27 (9.6)
21 (7.5)
9 (3.2)
0 (0.0)
45 (16.1)
105 (37.5)
69 (24.6)
61 (21.8)

Income (n %)
Under $25,000
$25,000-49,999
$50,000-74,999
$75,000-99,999
$100,000-149,999
$150,000+
Role in the organization (n %)
Senior manager
Administrative or policy staff
Middle management
Frontline management
Professional staff
Other
Tenure in the organization (in years)
M
SD
Range
N ranges 274 to 280.

78 (27.9)
76 (27.1)
55 (19.6)
25 (8.9)
28 (10.0)
18 (6.4)
36 (12.9)
27 (9.6)
52 (18.6)
20 (7.1)
94 (33.6)
50 (17.9)
10.36
8.7
2-52

Two additional questions that were asked in the survey refer to the employee’s
occupational industry and the number of organizational members with whom the person
interacts with on a weekly basis. In regard to these two questions, 13.6% of the sample works in
the professional, scientific and technical services, 13.9% in education, 9.3% works in
construction, 7.5% in manufacturing, and the rest in other various industries. In terms of the
amount of interactions people have on a weekly basis, about 55% of the people interact with up
to 20 people per week, while about 17% of the people interact with more than 50 people.

5.3.2 CFA analysis
Earlier, EFA (exploratory factor analysis) was conducted in order to examine whether
the data suggests the PP-PO and PS-PO split. After the EFA results showed that the items indeed
divide to PP-PO and PS-PO, as expected, a second, complementary step is CFA (confirmatory
factor analysis). In the following analysis two models are compared – (1) a basic model, where
all PP-PO and PS-PO items are loaded on a single latent variable, and (2) a model in which 6 PP86

PO items and 6 PS-PO items are loaded, respectively, on two separate latent variables. If the fit
of Model 2 is better than the fit or the basic model then there is support for the PP -PO and PSPO split. In the analysis, all error terms of the reverse-coded indicator variables are correlated,
as required, given people’s tendency to respond to negative statements differently, regardless
of the actual content of the items.
Table 16: CFA standardized item-loadings on the two latent variables PP-PO and PS-PO
Latent
variable
“I match or fit with the current employees in my organization”
“I have good chemistry with other members of this organization”
“I work with like-minded people”
“I think that the values and personality of the people in this
organization reflect my own values and personality”
“I don’t fit in with my coworkers. I feel left out a lot”
“I feel ‘disconnected’ from other employees in this organization”
“The underlying philosophy of this organization reflects what I
value in a company”
“I identify strongly with the goals of my organization”
“My values prevent me from fitting in at this company because
they clash with the company’s goals and aspirations”
“My beliefs and values and the organization’s rules and procedures
often clash”
“The rules in this organization often don’t make sense to me”
“My values ‘match’ or ‘fit’ this organization’s mission

PP_PO

Standardized
estimate
.761
.790
.645
.641
.669
.674
.732
.855

PS_PO

.392
.363
.532
.826

The CFA analysis shows that for the basic model, while all items significantly load on the
general P-O latent variable (standardized regression weights range 0.335 to 0.796, p<0.001), the
fit indices are less than desirable: CFI = 0.880, TLI = 0.820, and RMSEA = 0.128, Chi-Square =
244.403 (44 degrees of freedom). For the second model, where the PP-PO and PS-PO items are
split, all items significantly load on their respective variables (see Table 16 below), and this time
the fit indices are better: CFI = 0.932, TLI = 0.896, RMSEA = 0.097, Chi-Square = 156.730 (43
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degrees of freedom). The change in Chi-Square is significant (Delta = 87.673, 1 df, p<0.001),
indicating a significant improvement from the basic model. Nonetheless, the RMSEA is still
higher than desirable, considering both sample size and degrees of freedom (Taasoobshirazi &
Wang, 2016). In sum, both the EFA and CFA support the conceptual split between PP -PO and PSPO. The standardized estimated loadings for PP-PO and PS-PO are presented in Table 16.

5.3.3 Descriptive and correlations data for the main study variables
Table 17 (below) shows the means, standard deviations, reliability measures, and
intercorrelations of all the main study variables. The measures used are described in the
methods section, and all scales, except for PP-PO and PS-PO, were used in previous studies.
Almost all scales show good reliabilities, ranging 0.805 to 0.933. Only the short social desirability
scale has a lower reliability of 0.675 (similarly to α=0.68 in Hays, Hayashi, & Steward, 1989),
which is quite satisfactory for its limited purpose.
Regarding PP-PO and PS-PO, the items for the two scales are the result of the pilot study
analysis, where 6 items were chosen for PP-PO and 6 items for PS-PO. While both PP-PO and PSPO have reliabilities above 0.800, PS-PO has a relatively lower reliability (α=0.805), which seem
to result from lower loading of the negatively phrased items, as witnessed earlier in Table 16
(above). This distinctiveness of the negatively phrased items, while expected to an extent, could
be further explored in the future. I also examined whether adding one or two more PS-PO items
to the scale would make a meaningful difference in the results. The data showed no meaningful
difference, therefore I used the 6-item PS-PO scale for all analyses, as planned.
In terms of correlations between the key study variables, all correlations are significant
with all directions as expected. The results show that the correlations between the general P-O
scale and PP-PO (r=0.734, p<0.001) as well as PS-PO (r=0.752, p<0.001) are relatively high, as
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would be expected. The correlation between PP-PO and person-group fit is quite high (r=0.720,
p<0.001), indicating overlap between the two concepts, as well as potential redundancy
between the two constructs. Lastly, the two perceived justice components are highly correlated
(r=0.901, p<0.001), raising some concern regarding these two components. Lastly, all scales
have low to medium correlations with social desirability (r ranges 0.183 to 0.398), suggesting
that the measures used are not highly affected by social desirability.
In regard to correlations of main study variables with the demographic variables, both
PP-PO and PS-PO are higher for people with higher positions in the organization ( r=0.187,
p<0.01 for PP-PO and r=0.171, p<0.01 for PS-PO). Tenure, however, is not significantly related to
either PP-PO or PS-PO, with correlations approximating zero. There is also a weak correlation for
PP-PO fit and gender (r=-0.106, p=0.076), suggesting somewhat lower experienced PP-PO fit for
females. Furthermore, females report lower satisfaction from their peers ( r=-0.137, p<0.05),
supervisor (r=-0.148, p<0.05), pay (r=-0.228, p<0.001), promotions (r=-0.169, p<0.01), job
security (r=-0.123, p<0.05), as well as work itself (r=-0.124, p<0.05). Finally, older people report
higher experienced fit with their job (r=0.142, p<0.05) and lower intention to leave their
organization (r=--0.156, p<0.01).
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Table 17: Means, standard deviations, reliability, and intercorrelations of the main study variables
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Variable
1. PP-PO
2. PS-PO
3. general P-O fi t
4. pers ons upervisor fit
5. pers on-job fit
6. pers on-group fit
7. s ocial desirability
8. Intention to leave
9. job s a tisfaction
10. OCB-I
11. OCB-O
12. a f. commitment
13. nr. commi tment
14. proced. Justice
15. i nteract. justice
Continue table
10. OCB-I
11. OCB-O
12. a f. commitment
13. nr. commi tment
14. Proced. Jus tice
15. Interact. Justice

M
3.86
3.72
3.73
3.68

SD
0.74
0.73
0.79
0.98

1
0.853
0.665
0.734
0.547

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

0.805
0.752
0.407

0.892
0.571

0.817

3.62
3.70
3.90
2.62
3.43
3.84
3.48
4.52
4.39
4.98
5.31

1.19
0.91
0.68
1.33
0.72
0.66
0.88
1.46
1.47
1.51
1.43

0.522
0.720
0.323
-0.420
0.645
0.416
0.491
0.622
0.438
0.517
0.524

0.552
0.582
0.398
-0.492
0.600
0.346
0.537
0.604
0.497
0.472
0.513

0.617
0.728
0.239
-0.409
0.678
0.313
0.616
0.624
0.543
0.534
0.547

0.462
0.554
0.183
-0.335
0.568
0.299
0.410
0.484
0.429
0.561
0.543

0.913
0.645
0.241
-0.623
0.715
0.293
0.582
0.705
0.632
0.578
0.554

0.917
0.257
-0.477
0.644
0.355
0.574
0.660
0.546
0.556
0.561

0.675
-0.299
0.327
0.370
0.295
0.329
0.207
0.241
0.224

0.900
-0.609
-0.231
-0.462
-0.719
-0.602
-0.433
-0.429

0.864
0.396
0.664
0.753
0.628
0.628
0.608

10
0.812
0.530
0.306
0.266
0.262
0.269

11

12

13

14

15

0.834
0.600
0.598
0.490
0.497

0.874
0.807
0.616
0.590

0.883
0.596
0.592

0.919
0.901

0.933

N=280. Cronbach’s Alpha is shown on the diagonal. All correlations greater than 0.190 are significant at p < 0.001. All other correlations
are significant at p < 0.01; af. = affective, nr. = normative, proced = procedural, interact = interactional.

5.3.4 Hypotheses testing
After demonstrating that PP-PO and PS-PO split empirically, it is important to examine
whether PP-PO and PS-PO have different relationships with various outcomes of interest. if both
concepts predict outcomes of interest similarly, the added value of having two concepts iss
more limited.
In order to evaluate whether PP-PO and PS-PO relate differently to different outcomes,
we can refer to Table 18.
Table 18: Summary of the correlations between PP-PO and PS-PO and outcomes of interest
Variable

PP-PO

PS-PO

general P-O fit
person-supervisor fit
person-group fit
person-job fit
social desirability
Intention to leave
job satisfaction
OCB-I
OCB-O
affective commitment
normative commitment
procedural justice
interactional justice

0.734
0.547
0.720
0.522
0.323
-0.420
0.645
0.416
0.491
0.622
0.438
0.517
0.524

0.752
0.407
0.582
0.552
0.398
-0.492
0.600
0.346
0.537
0.604
0.497
0.472
0.513
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Significantly
different?
NS
p<0.001
p<0.001
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

Hypothesis
supported?
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No

Overviewing Table 18, it is noticeable that there are only two significant differences
between PP-PO and PS-PO in terms of their correlations with outcomes of interest. First, personsupervisor fit has a stronger correlation with PP-PO than with PS-PO, as expected (z=3.35,
p<0.001).
Second, as expected, PP-PO has a stronger relationship with person-group fit, this
difference is significant (z=4.012, p<0.001). Notably, the correlation of person-group fit with PSPO (r=0.582, p<0.001) means that fit with one’s work group is not merely a factor of “fitting in”
with the members of the group, but it also reflects good fit with the organization’s mission,
values, and goals, which are likely to be reflected in the group’s mission, values, and goals to a
large extent.
Third, there is no significant difference between PP-PO and PS-PO in their relationship
with person-job fit (z=0.749, p=0.454). It was hypothesized that PS-PO will have a stronger
association with this outcome, however it may be the case that fit with people in the
organization is as important as fit with the system in employees’ perception of fit with their job.
As an additional examination, when person-supervisor is added to the equation (B=0.226,
p<0.01), PP-PO is no longer significant (B=0.212, p=0.065).

Fourth, it was hypothesized that PP-PO will be more strongly related to OCBI, while PSPO will be more strongly linked OCBO. The results show a non-significant difference between
PP-PO and PS-PO in the prediction of OCBI (z=1.564, p=0.118). Namely, the direction is as
expected but no significant difference was found. Also, when comparing the correlation of PSPO with both OCBI and OCBO, the relationship of PS-PO with OCBO is significantly larger than
the relationship of PS-PO and OCBI (z=4.483, p<0.001). To summarize this point, while OCBI is
more related to PP-PO fit, OCBO seem to be more equally linked with people fit and system fit.
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As a supplementary analysis, I consider the role of tenure in the context of citizenship
behavior. People may be willing to help other people (OCBI) and to support the organization
(OCBO) for various reasons. People who have been in their organization for only few years may
be eager to help others for self-promotion purposes, or they may even feel obligated to do so in
order to secure their position in the organization. In comparison, people who have been with
their organizations for many years may be less eager to help people they don’t like, since their
position and advancement in the organization is already less influenced by such extra-role
activities. Hence, I expect that while for more tenured people OCBI will be more strongly linked
with PP-PO, for less tenured workers this relationship will be less clear. In regard to OCBO, more
tenured individuals may find it more important and valuable to support their organization’s
image, given the higher stakes they have at the firm. Less tenured members may be more
interested in self-promotion than in the promotion of the organization as a whole, given their
more limited loyalty to the company. Hence, I expect that while for less tenured people OCBO
will be linked with PS-PO, namely they are more likely to support the organization for the sake
of its worthwhile mission or goal, for more tenured workers this relationship will be less clear
given their loyalty and the higher stakes at the success of the firm. This analysis is shown in
Appendix D.
Next, while general job satisfaction does not reveal any significant difference between
PP-PO and PS-PO, as predicted, analysis of the job satisfaction components may reveal
differences between the two scales (Hypotheses 1a and 1b). Table 19 (below) summarizes the
correlations of PP-PO and PS-PO with the six facets of job-satisfaction. As a reminder, it was
hypothesized that people-related facets (people, supervisor) will be more strongly related to PP-

92

PO while system-related contextual components (pay, promotion, job security) will be more
strongly related to PS-PO. The results provide partial support to the study hypotheses.
Table 19: Means, standard deviation, reliability, and correlations with PP-PO and PS-PO
Job satisfaction facets

M

SD

Cronbach’s
Alpha

PP-PO

PS-PO

Significantly
different?

1. people
2. work itself
3. pay
4. promotions
5. supervisor
6. job security

3.7
3.4
3.2
2.8
3.6
3.8

0.71
0.90
1.11
1.07
0.88
0.86

0.840
0.906
0.909
0.907
0.872
0.867

0.644
0.606
0.407
0.483
0.566
0.367

0.551
0.590
0.386
0.454
0.435
0.427

p<0.001
NS
NS
NS
p<0.01
NS

N=280. All correlations are significant at p < 0.001.
For the two relational components, as expected, PP-PO has a larger correlation with
satisfaction with people than PS-PO does (z=3.499, p<0.001). For satisfaction with supervisor the
difference is also significant (z=3.192, p<0.01) and in the expected direction.
Among the contextual components (satisfaction with pay, promotions, and job security),
only satisfaction with job security is in the expected direction, although only marginally
significant for one-tail test (z=1.352, p=0.176). In sum, while there is support for the relational
satisfaction components, it seems that satisfaction with pay, promotions, and job security are
related to both fit with the system and with the people who work for the organization. Kanter
(1977) explains how “fitting in” with coworkers and superiors is a major factor in a worker’s pay,
promotion opportunities, and job security.
As an extension of this component analysis, it was proposed that relational components
of job satisfaction will mediate the association between PP-PO and intention to leave the
organization, while contextual components will mediate the association between PS-PO and the
same outcome (Hypotheses 2a and 2b). Table 20 shows the results from six structural equation
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modeling mediation analyses. Background variables are controlled for in these analyses. While
standardized effects are presented in Table 20, the unstandardized effects for all mediation
tests can be found in Appendix E.
Table 20: Testing mediation for PP-PO and PS-PO with job satisfaction facets in the prediction of
intention to leave
Relationship:

Direct without
mediator

Direct with
mediator

Indirect

PP-PO  satisfaction
with people
PP-PO  satisfaction
with supervisor
PS-PO  satisfaction
with work
PS-PO  satisfaction
with pay
PS-PO  satisfaction
with promotions
PS-PO  satisfaction
with job security

-.521
(p<0.001)
-.521
(p<0.001)
-.600
(p<0.001)
-.600
(p<0.001)
-.600
(p<0.001)
-.600
(p<0.001)

-.172
(p=0.059)
-.355
(p=0.001)
-.353
(p<0.001)
-.535
(p<0.001)
-.479
(p<0.001)
-.518
(p<0.001)

-.256

Variance explained by the model
including the mediator
(squared multiple correlation)
.452

-.141

.367

-.207

.452

-.196

.490

-.135

.461

-.082

.428

N=279, presenting standardized direct and indirect effects
Figure 12 below displays the diagrams for the six mediation analyses. Above the arrow
are the direct associations between fit and intention to leave when the mediator is not included,
while below the arrow are the relationships when the mediator is included.
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Table 21: Chi-square difference test for job satisfaction facets mediating hypotheses
Relationship:

PP-PO  satisfaction
with people
PP-PO  satisfaction
with supervisor
PS-PO  satisfaction
with work
PS-PO  satisfaction
with pay
PS-PO  satisfaction
with promotions
PS-PO  satisfaction
with job security

Chi-square
non-mediating
model (df)
666.4 (106)

Chi-square
mediating
model (df)
1224.5 (210)

666.4 (106)

1057.4 (210)

592.5 (104)

1369.8 (214)

592.5 (104)

1017.7 (211)

592.5 (104)

1428.6 (213)

592.5 (104)

1191.6 (193)

Chi-square
difference
(df) p-value
558.1 (104)
p<0.001
391 (104)
p<0.001
777.3 (110)
p<0.001
425.2 (107)
p<0.001
836.1 (109)
p<0.001
599.1 (89)
p<0.001

N=279.
Looking at the results presented in Table 20 and Figure 12, in all cases except for job
security, there is a significant mediation between fit and intention to leave. Only for satisfaction
with job security, the relationship between the mediator and intention to leave is not
significant, hence there is no support for mediation. In all other cases there is partial mediation,
except for satisfaction with people, where full mediation is shown. When satisfaction with
people is included in the model, the direct effect of PP-PO fit on intention to leave becomes
non-significant. For PS-PO fit, satisfaction with work resulted in the largest decrease in the direct
effect size for PS-PO. Chi-square difference test (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) further validates
the mediation hypotheses. The chi-square difference tests (Table 21) reveal significant
mediations in all cases.
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Figure 12: Mediation with job satisfaction facets, standardized values
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Two additional hypotheses are the mediation of person-group fit between PP-PO fit and
outcomes of interest, and the mediation of person-job fit between PS-PO fit and the same
outcomes (Hypotheses 7a to 7d). Tables 21 and 22 displays the results from two structural
equation modeling analyses. Background variables are controlled for in these. Figure 13 below
displays the diagrams for the mediation analyses. For the relationships between the two
organizational fit measures and outcomes of interest, above the arrow are the direct
associations without the mediator and below the arrow are the direct effects with the mediator.
Table 22: Testing mediation for PP-PO and PS-PO with person-group and person-job fit
Relationship:

Direct without
mediator

Direct with
mediator

Indirect

PP-PO  PG fit  job
satisfaction
PP-PO  PG fit 
intention to leave
PP-PO  PG fit 
affective commitment
PS-PO  PJ fit  job
satisfaction
PS-PO  PJ fit 
intention to leave
PS-PO  PJ fit 
affective commitment

.446
(p<0.001)
-.650
(p<0.001)
.760
(p<0.001)
.442
(p<0.001)
-.683
(p<0.001)
.772
(p<0.001)

.183 NS

.219

Variance explained by the model
including the mediator
(squared multiple correlation)
.262

-.023 NS

-.419

.510

.170
(p=0.039)
.229
(p=0.037)
-.239
(p=0.022)
.345
(p<0.001)

.423

.672

.199

.267

-.349

.552

.348

.697

N=279, PG = person-group; PJ = person-job; Presenting standardized effects.
Table 23: Chi-square difference test for PG and PJ mediating hypotheses
Relationship:

Chi-square nonmediating model (df)

PP-PO  PG fit

1839.0 (341)

Chi-square
mediating
model (df)
2706.4 (456)

PS-PO  PJ fit

1689.7 (339)

2051.6 (393)

N=279.
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Chi-square
difference
(df) p-value
867.4 (115)
p<0.001
361.9 (54)
p<0.001

Figure 13: Mediation with person-group and person-job fit, standardized values
Looking at the results, we can see that all mediation hypotheses are confirmed. In all
cases, the added mediating variable is significantly related to the outcome of interests and the
effect of fit is substantially decreased when the mediator is included. The results also
demonstrate that person-group fit fully mediates the relationship between PP-PO and both job
satisfaction and intention to leave. When the mediator is included, the direct effect of PP -PO fit
on these two outcomes is no longer significant. Also for affective commitment the mediation is
not far from full mediation. For PS-PO fit there is only partial mediation of person-job fit. The
chi-square difference test conducted further validates the mediation hypotheses.
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Another exploratory analysis (see supplementary analysis section) involves the possible
interaction of PS-PO and PP-PO in the prediction of outcomes of interest. The hypothesis
proposes that the two fit types will compensate for each other, namely, that the negative
impact of low PP-PO fit will be moderated when PS-PO fit is high, and vice versa. Table 24
displays Steps 2 and 3 of multiple regression analysis, where potential interaction effects are
examined for various outcomes of interest, and for the other fit types (person-supervisor fit,
person-group fit, and person-job fit).
Table 24: Results from of multiple regression analyses

Dependent
va ri a bles
Job
s a tisfaction
(Step 2)

Uns tandardized
Coeffi cient

Independent
va ri a bles
PP-PO

B

PS-PO
2

Sta ndardized
Coeffi cient
Beta

95.0% Confi dence Interval for B
Si g.

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

0.382

0.392

0.000

0.278

0.486

0.288

0.293

0.000

0.183

0.393

2

𝑅 = 0.570; Δ𝑅 = 0.365***
Job
s a tisfaction
(Step 3)

PP-PO

0.384

0.395

0.000

0.277

0.492

PS-PO

0.288

0.293

0.000

0.182

0.393

PSXPP

0.008

0.007

0.859

-0.084

0.101

𝑅 2 = 0.570; Δ𝑅 2 = 0.000 NS
Intention to
l eave
(Step 2)

PP-PO

-0.249

-0.139

0.042

-0.489

-0.009

PS-PO

-0.664

-0.366

0.000

-0.906

-0.421

𝑅 2 = 0.326; Δ𝑅 2 = 0.205***
Intention to
l eave
(Step 3)

PP-PO

-0.224

-0.125

0.076

-0.471

0.024

PS-PO

-0.668
0.090

-0.369
0.043

0.000
0.408

-0.911
-0.123

-0.425
0.302

0.705

0.356

0.000

0.482

0.928

0.645

0.324

0.000

0.420

0.870

PSXPP

𝑅 2 = 0.328; Δ𝑅 2 = 0.002 NS
Affecti ve
commi tment
(Step 2)

PP-PO
PS-PO
2

2

𝑅 = 0.521; Δ𝑅 = 0.357***
Affecti ve
commi tment
(Step 3)

PP-PO

0.712

0.360

0.000

0.482

0.942

PS-PO

0.644

0.323

0.000

0.418

0.870

0.026

0.011

0.798

-0.172

0.224

PSXPP
2

2

𝑅 = 0.521; Δ𝑅 = 0.000 NS

Continued onto next page
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Norma tive
commi tment
(Step 2)

PP-PO
PS-PO
2

0.312

0.156

0.022

0.045

0.580

0.709

0.352

0.000

0.439

0.979

2

𝑅 = 0.322; Δ𝑅 = 0.206***
Norma tive
commi tment
(Step 3)

PP-PO

0.293

0.147

0.038

0.017

0.569

PS-PO

0.712

0.354

0.000

0.441

0.983

PSXPP

-0.069

-0.030

0.566

-0.307

0.168

𝑅 2 = 0.323; Δ𝑅 2 = 0.001 NS
OCBI
(Step 2)

PP-PO

0.314

0.351

0.000

0.184

0.445

PS-PO

0.113

0.125

0.092

-0.019

0.245

𝑅 2 = 0.202; Δ𝑅 2 = 0.183***
OCBI
(Step 3)

PP-PO

0.338

0.377

0.000

0.204

0.472

PS-PO

0.109

0.121

0.103

-0.022

0.241

0.085

0.083

0.147

-0.030

0.200

0.242

0.202

0.002

0.087

0.396

0.436

0.361

0.000

0.280

0.593

PSXPP
2

2

𝑅 = 0.209; Δ𝑅 = 0.006 NS
OCBO
(Step 2)

PP-PO
PS-PO
2

2

𝑅 = 0.372; Δ𝑅 = 0.249***
OCBO
(Step 3)

PP-PO

0.227

0.190

0.005

0.068

0.387

PS-PO

0.439

0.363

0.000

0.282

0.595

PSXPP

-0.051

-0.037

0.468

-0.188

0.087

0.719

0.352

0.000

0.448

0.991

0.404

0.196

0.004

0.129

0.678

2

2

𝑅 = 0.373; Δ𝑅 = 0.001 NS
Procedural
jus ti ce
(Step 2)

PP-PO
PS-PO

𝑅 2 = 0.333; Δ𝑅 2 = 0.235***
Procedural
jus ti ce
(Step 3)

PP-PO

0.767

0.375

0.000

0.487

1.046

PS-PO

0.396

0.192

0.005

0.122

0.671

0.168

0.072

0.169

-0.072

0.409

0.600

0.311

0.000

0.350

0.849

0.498

0.256

0.000

0.246

0.750

PSXPP
2

2

𝑅 = 0.338; Δ𝑅 = 0.005 NS
Interactional
jus ti ce
(Step 2)

PP-PO
PS-PO
2

2

𝑅 = 0.569; Δ𝑅 = 0.249***
Interactional
jus ti ce
(Step 3)

PP-PO

0.590

0.306

0.000

0.333

0.848

PS-PO

0.500
-0.032

0.257
-0.015

0.000
0.774

0.247
-0.254

0.752
0.189

PSXPP

𝑅 2 = 0.369; Δ𝑅 2 = 0.000 NS
Pers ons upervisor fit
(Step 2)

PP-PO

0.649

0.349

0.000

0.472

0.826

PS-PO

0.081

0.061

0.372

-0.098

0.260

𝑅 2 = 0.325; Δ𝑅 2 = 0.265***

Continued onto next page
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Pers ons upervisor fit
(Step 3)

PP-PO

0.717

0.541

0.000

0.538

0.897

PS-PO

0.070

0.090

0.433

-0.106

0.247

PSXPP

0.244

0.078

0.002

0.090

0.399

𝑅 2 = 0.348; Δ𝑅 2 = 0.024**
Pers ongroup fi t
(Step 2)

PP-PO

0.723

0.588

0.000

0.589

0.856

PS-PO

0.217

0.175

0.002

0.082

0.352

𝑅 2 = 0.554; Δ𝑅 2 = 0.478***
Pers ongroup fi t
(Step 3)

PP-PO

0.727

0.591

0.000

0.589

0.865

PS-PO

0.216

0.175

0.002

0.081

0.352

PSXPP

0.017

0.012

0.783

-0.102

0.135

2

2

R = 0.554; ΔR = 0.000 NS
Pers on-job
fi t (Step 2)

PP-PO

0.390

0.241

0.000

0.189

0.590

PS-PO

0.558

0.342

0.000

0.355

0.761

2

2

𝑅 = 0.418; Δ𝑅 = 0.264***
Pers on-job
fi t (Step 3)

PP-PO

0.401

0.248

0.000

0.194

0.608

PS-PO

0.556

0.341

0.000

0.352

0.759

0.041

0.022

0.651

-0.137

0.219

PSXPP
2

2

𝑅 = 0.418; Δ𝑅 = 0.000***

N ranges 279-280. * P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001.
Looking at Step 2 of the regressions, in most instances both PP-PO and PS-PO are
significantly related to the various outcomes of interest. Nevertheless, some results suggest that
one type of fit may be have more impact than the other. First, for OCBI, after controlling for PPPO, the effect of PS-PO is not significant (B=0.113, p=0.092). Likewise, after controlling for PSPO, the effect of PP-PO on OCBO is quite small (B=0.242, p<0.01), and when person-supervisor
fit is added to the equation (B=0.113, p<0.05), the effect of PP-PO is no longer significant
(B=0.168, p=0.061).
Second, while both PP-PO and PS-PO are significantly related to person-job fit, once
person-supervisor fit is added to the equation (B=0.226, p<0.01), the effect of PP-PO is no longer
significant (B=0.212, p=0.065), thus suggesting the system fit has a stronger link with job fit, as
hypothesized.
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Third, when PP-PO is accounted for, the effect of PS-PO on person-supervisor fit is not
significant (B=0.081, p=0.372), and, after accounting for PP-PO, PS-PO remains significantly
related to person-group fit, although the effect is small (B=0.217, p<0.01).
Fourth, when PS-PO is accounted for, the relationship between PP-PO and intention to
leave, although significant, is not very strong (B=-0.249, p<0.05). Furthermore, when personsupervisor is added to the regression (B=-0.183, p<0.05), the effect of PP-PO is no longer
significant (B=-0.174, p=0.214). This result is consistent with all previous results, indicating that
lack of fit with the system has a larger effect on people’s intention to leave than lack of fit with
people in the organization.
When considering the interactions effects at Step 3, only one interaction effect is
significant. The one significant interaction is when PP-PO and PS-PO are predicting personsupervisor fit (Δ𝑅 2 = 0.024, p<0.01). Figure 14 below displays the interaction found.

PR EDI CTI N G
PER SON -SU PER VI SOR F I T

-1.5 SD PS-PO
+1.5 SD PS-PO

PERSON-SUPERVISOR FIT

6
5
4

3
2
1

0

-2 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2
PP-PO (-1.5 SD , +1.5 SD)
Figure 14: Interaction between PP-PO and PS-PO in predicting person-supervisor fit
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The figure shows that when PP-PO and PS-PO are both high, the person-supervisor fit is
the highest, as would be expected. However, the interaction result also shows, not as expected,
that the lowest person-supervisor fit is actually found when PS-PO fit is high but PP-PO is low. It
also shows that when PS-PO is low, the effect of PP-PO on person-supervisor fit is minimal.
In terms of regression assumptions, all tests conducted appear in Appendix C.
Additional exploratory interaction analyses that were proposed in this work (see
supplementary analysis section) are between PP-PO fit and interactional justice as well as
between PS-PO fit and procedural justice, in the prediction of key outcomes of interest (job
satisfaction, intention to leave, affective commitment). No significant interaction effect was
found. After additional consideration of the link between fit, perceived justice, and outcomes of
interest, I decided to examine the potential mediation effect of justice on the relationship
between fit and key outcomes of interest. No mediation effect was found as well. This analysis is
shown in Appendix F.
Table 25 summarizes the study’s hypotheses and respective findings. Notably, about
two third of the hypotheses receive either full or partial support from the data analysis.
Table 25: Summary of results – list of hypotheses
Hypothesis:
PP  relational satisfaction
facets
1b
PS  contextual satisfaction
facets
2a
Mediation of relational
satisfaction facets for PP-PO
2b
Mediation of contextual
satisfaction facets for PS-PO
Continued onto next page
1a
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Supported / not
supported
Fully supported
Not supported
Fully supported
Fully supported

3a
3c
4a
4b
5a
5b
6a
6b
7a+7b
7c+7d
Supp. 1
Supp. 2a

PP  intention to leave
PS  intention to leave
PP  affective commitment
PS  affective commitment
PP  OCBI
PS  OCBO
PP  interactional justice
PS  procedural justice
Mediation of person-job fit for
PS-PO
Mediation of person-group fit
for PP-PO
Interaction effects
Mediation of perceived justice
for PP-PO and PS-PO

Fully supported
Fully supported
Fully supported
Fully supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Fully supported
Fully supported
Not supported
Not supported

Finally, it should be mentioned that the data was tested for common method variance.
Data analysis suggests that this is not a major issue. First, EFA (exploratory factor analysis) which
includes all items from social desirability scale, PP-PO fit, PS-PO fit, person-supervisor fit,
person-job fit, person-group fit, intention to leave the organization, OCBI, OCBI, affective
commitment, and the two types of justice perception results in ten components with Eigen
values which are greater than 1.000. The first component accounts for about 36.259% of the
total variance, which suggests some amount of common method variance, but certainly the
majority of the variance is not explained by this single component. The rotated component
matrix (Varimax) shows that the two justice perceptions load on a single component, and so do
intention to leave and affective commitment. Other than that, the items overall load on their
related scales with minor exceptions. This result suggests that common method variance is not a
major concern for the data collected.
Another test conducted for common method variance is a measurement model in which
all the indicators are loaded onto a single factor representing a common influence. The outcome
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of this model (which includes PP-PO, PS-PO, person-supervisor fit, person-group fit, person-job
fit, OCBO, OCBI, intention to leave, and affective commitment) shows that there is low fit for
such a model, with CFI = 0.636, TLI = 0.617, and RMSEA = 0.110. This test does not reject the
existence of common method variance. Rather, it shows that the impact of such effect on the
study results is limited.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION
In this work, I have sought to address the lack of clarity around the concept of personorganization fit by considering two distinct aspects of organizational fit, these are PP-PO fit and
PS-PO fit. I proposed that separating PP-PO and PS-PO fit would result in improved prediction of
key organizational outcomes. I also offered that some outcomes of interest would be associated
with one type of fit and not with the other, thus creating a nomological network (Spector, 1992)
that could support the proposed distinction. The goal was to establish theoretical and practical
justification for the separation between PP-PO and PS-PO fit.
The first step in this work was to construct the PP-PO and PS-PO scales. Out of
approximately 100 unique P-O fit items, this step resulted in 6 PP-PO items and 6 PS-PO items.
While some of these items were adopted or modified from previous scales, some of the items
were newly created for the purpose of this study. When several variations of the scales were
tested, results did not change in a meaningful way. In this process, exploratory factor analysis
showed, consistently, that PP-PO and PS-PO load on separate components.
The factor analysis demonstrated that positively- and negatively-phrased items load on
separate components as well. For instance, one of the results clearly separated the items to four
components: positive PP-PO, negative PP-PO, positive PS-PO, and negative PS-PO. Another
result demonstrated split between positive and negative PS-PO items, but not among the PP-PO
items. As indicated in this work, this split of positively- and negatively-phrased items was not
anticipated and was not theorized. Future research can benefit from studying this potential
difference. One direction would involve the recently discussed conceptual split between “fit”
and “misfit” (Cooper-Thomas & Wright, 2013; Talbot & Billsberry, 2010).
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In terms of prediction capabilities, already in the pilot study the results demonstrated
that in comparison to the general P-O fit, PP-PO and PS-PO explained significantly more variance
in the prediction of intention to leave. Additionally, the pilot study showed that PP-PO had a
significantly stronger relationship with person-group fit than PS-PO and that PS-PO had a
significantly stronger relationship with person-job fit than PP-PO, as hypothesized. These early
results provide support for the proposed distinction.
The second step in this work was to validate the newly created scales with a larger
sample and a larger number of relationships (the full study). This step included two parts. First, I
conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to test whether the split model demonstrates an
improved model fit than the combined or mixed P-O fit model. As expected, the confirmatory
factor analysis demonstrated significant improvement in the model fit when the two fit types
were separated. The fit indices in Model 2 were improved over the basic model and they also
met the desirable values for a good-fit model (Williams, Vandenberg, & Edwards, 2009), while
the basic model had less than desirable results. Similarly to the exploratory factor analysis, the
confirmatory factor analysis item-loadings showed that the negatively- and positively-phrased
items for PS-PO diverge. While it was expected that the negatively-phrased items will share
some variance and present some distinctiveness given people’s tendency to respond differently
to negatively phrased items (Fisher, 1993; Nederhof, 1985), this distinctiveness was more than
the expected.
The second part of the full study tested the theoretical separation of the two scales
through a large number of hypothesized relationships. This step demonstrated partial support
for the proposed relationships.
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Regarding the relationship of PP-PO and PS-PO with job satisfaction, the results showed
no significant difference. This finding was expected, since job satisfaction includes both
relational facets (satisfaction with peers, supervisor) and contextual facets (satisfaction with
pay, promotions, job security). However, once job satisfaction was broken to its facets, the
results showed that the two relational facts had significantly stronger links with PP-PO fit than
with PS-PO fit. The contextual facets did not demonstrate this separation clearly though. While
satisfaction with job security demonstrated marginal significant difference in the expected
direction, satisfaction with for pay, promotion, and work itself did not demonstrate any
meaningful difference. These results suggest that pay, promotions, and work itself are a function
of both PP-PO and PS-PO. First, congruence or agreement with the organization’s pay and
promotion systems is likely to result in higher satisfaction with pay and promotions, regardless
of the absolute extent of pay or the actual amount of promotions received (Scarpello and
Carraher, 2008). The strong and less anticipated link between job satisfaction and PP-PO fit can
also be clarified. Kanter (1977) explains that “fitting in” with coworkers and superiors is a major
factor in a worker’s pay, promotion opportunities, and job security. In this regard we may refer
to concepts such as “favoritism” (e.g. Prendergast & Topel, 1996), informal networks (Beehr &
Juntunen, 1990; Krackhardt & Hanson, 1993), or organizational politics (Kacmar & Ferris, 1991;
Mayes & Allen, 1977). Surely, a person that is on the receiving end of higher pay or promotion
opportunities based on social networks and favoritism is likely to report higher satisfaction with
pay and promotions, in contrast to employees’ dissatisfaction when such opportunities are not
available merely due to one’s lack of social connections at work.
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Thus, it may be worthwhile to test the potentially moderating effect of network
centrality or attitude toward organizational politics on the differential association with
satisfaction with pay, promotions, and job security.
These ambiguous results regarding PS-PO fit may alternatively suggest that pay,
promotions, and job security may have a more limited association with PS-PO fit than expected.
It may be the case that system fit, as conceptualized and operationalized in this study, is more a
factor of agreement with organizational goals, values, and rules, and less a factor of more
specific mechanisms of pay distribution and promotions. While these mechanisms of pay and
promotions are expected to be embedded in perception of the organizational system, they may
nevertheless be less central to the construct developed. This may also suggest that PS-PO fit
consists of a rather complex and broad construct, which may require further development, and
possibly even a division to additional sub-components.
Next, regarding the relationships with intention to leave, both PP-PO and PS-PO were
found significantly related to this important outcome, as expected. While no significant
difference was found, the results throughout this work suggest that system may play a larger
role in people’s intentions to leave. For instance, when person-supervisor fit was added to the
regression predicting intention to leave, with both PP-PO and PS-PO fit, the effect of PP-PO fit
on intention to leave was no longer significant.
In contrast with intention to leave and affective commitment that were hypothesized to
relate similarly to PP-PO and PS-PO fit, OCBI and OCBI were hypothesized to relate differently to
PP-PO and PS-PO, in such a way that citizenship behavior toward people will be more strongly
related to people-fit whereas citizenship behavior toward the organizational entity will be more
strongly related to system-fit. This is a key hypothesis that has the potential to demonstrate the
109

distinctiveness proposed in the P-O fit construct. While the raw correlation results did not
support this proposition, regression analyses revealed this expected difference. First, when PPPO was controlled for in regression analysis, the effect of PS-PO on OCBI was not significant.
And, when PS-PO was controlled for, the effect of PP-PO on OCBO was weak. Second, as a
supplementary analysis, when the sample was split by tenure (whether at 5 and 10 years), the
results show, as proposed, that for less tenured individuals, OCBO is more strongly related to PSPO than to PP-PO, and for more tenured individuals, OCBI is more strongly linked with PP-PO
than with PS-PO. The rationale behind the split is that employees with different tenure may
have different motives for helping other people in the organization (OCBI) and supporting the
organization and its image (OCBO). First, while it is expected that less tenured employees will be
more eager to help other, usually more tenured employees for the sake of securing their
position or for self-advancement purposes, more tenured employees may be more selective in
their support, preferring to help people they like, therefore for these more tenured employees
the relationship between PP-PO fit and OCBI should be more evident than for less tenured
employees. Second, since more tenured employees tend to have higher commitment and
loyalty for their organizations, as well as more benefits linked with the success of their
organization (Gibson & Klein, 1970; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990), their support for their organization
and its image may be more expected, even if they didn’t fully agree with its goals, policies, or
values. Less tenured employees, on the other hand, are less committed and less loyal and
therefore their extra-role support for the organization will be more evident if they find the
organization’s goals and values appealing, therefore the relationship between PS-PO and OCBO
should be more evident among less tenured employees.
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This split based on tenure, which is consistent with theoretical reasoning, is a strong and
important support for the study’s propositions. It establishes the potential theoretical
contribution of the split to the fit literature, as it demonstrates that employees can be
influenced by the different fit types in different, non-trivial ways. This finding also contributes to
the literature on citizenship behavior (e.g. Van Dyne & LePine, 1998; Hunt & Saul, 1975; Deckop,
Cirka & Andersson, 2003), where tenure is usually used as merely a control variable, and here I
demonstrated the important of this factor in the prediction of such extra-role behaviors. It also
explains in what way exactly person-organization fit impacts OCB. This kind of knowledge is
currently missing from the OCB as well as fit literatures (Wei, 2012).
The hypothesized links with procedural and interactional justice were not confirmed. It
seems that in the way perceived justice was operationalized, the supervisor’s role is a major
concern. The items used in this study consistently refer to the general manager (e.g. “When
decisions are made about my job, the general manager treats me with kindness and
consideration” (interactional), “My general manager makes sure that all employee concerns are
heard before job decisions are made” (procedural)). This issue is also demonstrated in the
extremely high correlation between procedural and interactional justice. It is possible that
adaptation of the items could demonstrate the effects hypothesized, but currently the results in
regard to perceived justice do not support the study’s theorizing.
Considering other types of fit, the results show that person-group fit and personsupervisor fit are more closely related to PP-PO fit, as expected. For person-job fit, while
hypothesized that PS-PO fit will be a more dominant predictor, this difference was not found.
However, in the regression analysis, PS-PO had a larger association with person-job fit, and
when person-supervisor was included, PP-PO was no longer significant. The mediation analyses
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also support the links hypothesized, showing that person-group fit mediated the relationship of
PP-PO fit and outcomes of interest and person-job fit mediated the relationships between PS-PO
fit and the same outcomes. Notably, for two outcomes (job satisfaction and intention to leave),
person-group fit fully mediated the effect of PP-PO fit, indicating the large role of one’s
immediate group on more general work attitude.
Interestingly, tenure, which was expected to be positively related to fit (Bretz & Judge,
1994), was only significantly and moderately related to PS-PO fit in the pilot study and was not
related to both PP-PO and PS-PO fit in the full study. It is worthwhile further exploring this
outcome, and include potential moderating factors that could reveal this expected association.
It may be the case that contemporary organizations that go through frequent reforms and
changes make it harder for tenured individuals to fit either the system or the people in it. And,
since people tend to leave their workplace more frequently than in the past, these associations
may be highly contextual and specific in time, industry, or geographical location.
In summary, this study shows that PP-PO and PS-PO refer to distinct organizational
phenomena and that this split has potential theoretical implications. The research approach was
very appropriate for the purpose of this study, and rigorous work led to a rich examination of
the proposed split and to an interesting set of results. Overall, while it is clear that PP-PO fit is
more related to outcomes that are associated with people who work for the organization,
including, but not limited to, the workers’ team and supervisor, the unique role PS-PO was
demonstrated only following additional analysis of the data, which suggests some less obvious
associations. These results uncover the importance of both PP-PO and PS-PO fit in the workplace
and also demonstrate the added value of splitting the generalized fit construct to the two
concepts of person-person fit and person-system fit.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSIONS
I argued in this work that P-O fit, as currently operationalized and understood in the
literature, is a rather inexact and even loose concept, one that is hard to define. Some
symptoms for this are the large number of definitions for the concept, the low reliability of
many of the scales used, and the lack of robust and consistent findings regarding key
organizational outcomes. Spector (1992) explains that such a complex and broad concept
require refinement through theoretical and empirical development of multiple, more clearly
defined constructs.
This work examined a potential split between organizational fit based on similarity to
other people and organizational fit based on agreement with the organizational system (i.e. the
organization’s mission, goals, values, rules, and procedures). While this split was proposed by
several scholars in the past (Ostroff & Schulte, 2007; Piasentin & Chapman, 2006; Supeli &
Creed, 2013; Van Vianen, 2000), it was never tested. This study is first to entangle the P-O fit
concept through the concepts of PP-PO and PS-PO fit.
In addition to the support that the study results provided for the split proposed, this
study also resulted in the development of two reliable measures of perceived organizational fit,
according to high rigorous academic standards. This development of two new scales addresses
leading scholars’ call for validated scales of perceived P-O fit (Kristof‐Brown & Billsberry, 2013;
Piasentin & Chapman, 2006) and these measures can be readily used by fit scholars who wish to
promote more clarity in this important field of research. In sum, I argued for a problem in the
existing literature, articulated the potential cause for this problem which is researchers’ oversimplistic assumptions regarding people’s conception of “the organization”, and created two
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new scales that aim at solving the problem identified. The following sections conclude this paper
by explicating the study’s theoretical and practical implications, its limitations, and its potential
extensions in the terms of future research.
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CHAPTER 8
IMPLICATIONS

8.1 Implications for research
A review of the literature on organizational fit reveals a lack of clarity around the
concept of P-O fit. One symptom for this is the large number of definitions for the concept.
Other symptoms are the low reliability of current scales and the limited prediction capability of
those measures. More recent academic work addresses these issue in the literature and stresses
the need for additional conceptual development (e.g. Billsberry, Talbot, & Ambrosini, 2013;
Kristof‐Brown & Billsberry, 2013). However, thus far such conceptual development has mostly
been theoretical. This paper directly aims at contributing to the P-O fit conceptual clarity
through quantitative testing of the conceptual split between PP-PO and PS-PO fit, which was
already theorized and argued for, but not directly tested (Ostroff & Schulte, 2007; Piasentin &
Chapman, 2006; Resick et al., 2013; Van Vianen, 2000).
In order to test the conceptual split between PP-PO fit and PS-PO fit, it is required, first,
to create measures or scales for these two concepts of fit. Hence, the first part of this study
focused on creating two robust fit scales, which could serve fit scholars in their research. Each of
the two scales demonstrates high reliability and also exhibits distinctiveness from other related
measures. More so, the results show that the two proposed scales relate to different
organizational outcomes differently, hence, demonstrating the potential benefit of the two
developed scales, which can be used either separately or together in future research.
The results in this work challenge scholars’ tendency to mix two distinct organizational
phenomena into one broad concept of P-O fit. This combination of partially related scales
results in inconsistent and confusing research results. For example, a meta-analysis by Kristof‐
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Brown, Zimmerman, and Johnson (2005) reveals a small ρ of -.08 between P-O fit and actual
turnover, while theoretically this relationship is expected to be much larger. By utilizing the two
newly proposed fit scales, which resulted from rigorous work that included inputs experienced
scholars, including leading fit scholars, organizational researchers have now the opportunity to
improve research results and promote more consistent findings that are based on more solid
theoretical links between different types of fit and important outcomes of interest.
Interestingly, the pilot study results suggest, in addition to the split between PP-PO and
PS-PO fit, potential conceptual distinction between “fit” and “misfit”. While traditionally the two
terms have been used interchangeably, recent research suggests, theoretically, the potential
distinction between fit and misfit (Cooper-Thomas & Wright, 2013; Talbot & Billsberry, 2010).
This study provides the first empirical evidence for such potential distinction. More so, this
distinction seems meaningful not only in terms of increased explanatory power, but also in
terms of prediction capability. Namely, the misfit and fit concepts relate differently to different
outcomes of interest. While this is not an integral part of this research work, this is yet another
potential advancement in the fit literature that could stem from this study.
Importantly, this work is within current ongoing conversations, and proposes an
empirical examination of theories and ideas proposed in recent years by leading fit scholars. This
is a relevant and novel contribution which is highly practical and that provides results that are
highly applicable for ongoing fit research.

8.2 Implications for practice
Practically, all associations (or the lack of) found in this work can contribute to
managerial decision making. Understanding what factors contribute to employees’ intention to
leave or to increased out-role performance (i.e. citizenship behavior) or to commitment can be
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highly beneficial for organizational success. Since this study includes a large number of
constructs and presents numerous associations between key outcomes of interest, there is a lot
of information that organizations can readily use in their decision making or other organizational
procedures and activities.
More specifically, in this work I look at two concepts that until now were only
theoretically discussed, these are PP-PO and PS-PO fit. Organizations are aware that fit with the
organization, and not only with the job, is of particular interest for hiring purposes (Bowen,
Ledford, & Nathan, 1991). However, this link between organizational fit and outcomes of
interest is not always clear. Introducing two new organizational fit concepts can make the
potentially confusing and complex concept of fit more intuitive and straightforward. It is easier
to consider fit with the system or people in the organization in contrast to conceptualizing a
generalized abstract mix of the two. More so, this study presents early results that demonstrate
the unique predictive value of each of the two constructs.
While this work is important for firms that are already aware of the importance of
organizational fit, it is even more crucial for those that are not quite familiar with it. This study
makes it easier to engage with the concept of fit by making it simpler and more intuitive.
Nowadays, fit is ever more important given the increased diversity in organizations, the growing
pace of changes in organizations in hyper-dynamic markets, the prevalence of multinational
corporations that cross different countries and cultures, and the ever-low time people spend in
one organizations with all the negative outcomes associated with that including loss of
competitive knowledge, loss of skilled workers following large investments in workers, and
inflated recruiting and training costs due to high turnover.
Lastly, this study provides researchers and practitioners with two new scales that could
be utilized for measurement and prediction purposes. The construction of the scales took a lot
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of effort and involved the participation of highly experienced academics including several
leading fit scholars. Hence, the two instruments created could serve organizations who wan t to
make better decisions in regard to their workforce. While it is a complex task to assess a
candidate’s overall fit to the organization prior to recruitment, it may be easier to assess fit with
other people in the organization or fit with the system’s rules and procedures. This goes back to
the notion that the two scales may simplify the conception and understanding of construct of
organizational fit. Also, if an organization finds an overall low fit with the system or with the
people in the organization, these issues could be treated separately.
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CHAPTER 9
LIMITATIONS
While this study follows high academic standards, embodies long hours of rigorous
work, and was carefully observed by two co-chairs, two committee members, and external
contributors, there are always constraints and limitations that should be acknowledged.
The main method of data collection in this work is online surveys. This method provides
a cost-effective and standardized platform for obtaining data on work-related attitudes, beliefs,
and values. Online surveys allow for collecting data from a large number of respondents with
very few temporal or geographical restrictions. Moreover, survey data corresponds very well
with other empirical studies in the field, especially those that involve scale construction. Along
with these clear advantages there are certain reliability issues to consider. First, respondents
may not feel encouraged to provide accurate, honest responses. While this issue is also true for
other methods of data collection, the likelihood for inaccurate responses varies between the
different methods. One example for this issue is people’s tendency to present themselves in a
socially desirable manner. While I control in this survey for social desirability using a known and
tested measure of social desirability, it doesn’t guarantees accurate or honest responses.
Another way to encourage honesty is ensuring respondents that their responses remain
confidential and that their participation remains private. This study foll ows strict academic
guidelines in regard to confidentiality and privacy and this information is shared with the
participants prior to their participation.
Second, survey respondents may ‘rush through’ the survey in order to get the monetary
benefits while investing the least effort in the process. Hence, it is vital to examine the
responses and ensure that several quality checks are in place in order to identify and eliminate
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undesirable responses. Collaborating with a highly experienced and highly regarded data
collection organization (Qualtrics Panel) for the data collection enables the researcher to
administer various checks for data quality. Respondents who took extremely short time to
complete the survey were eliminated. Respondents who failed to respond correctly to check
items (e.g. “please select disagree”) were removed from the sample. Respondents who did
‘straight-lining’ were also removed from the data set. In addition, outliers were identified and
removed from the data following additional analysis of the responses.
Third, since respondents may get board or lose focus given the amount of questions
asked, the surveys administered include the minimal number of questions required and are
limited to a reasonable average response time ranging 15 to 25 minutes.
Another limitation is that the sample is only representative of US-based full-time
working population. The external generalizability of the scales produced and their associations
with outcomes of interest is debatable. It is possible that more ‘col lectivist’ countries would
demonstrate more emphasis on person-organization fit based on the people in the organization
(PP-PO fit), while more individualistic societies will put more significance on fit between the
person and the organizational system (PS-PO fit). Namely, although the results suggest that in
the US the relationship between PS-PO fit and intention to leave is stronger than that of PP-PO
fit and intention to leave, in collectivist countries this finding may be reversed, given the greater
emphasis on interpersonal relationships in the workplace in collectivist countries. Other
country-level differences may be considered (see Hofstede, 2001; Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov,
2010).
Lastly, cross-sectional data does not allow for causal predictions. Such predictions may
be suggested theoretically, but empirically such predictions require different methodological
approaches. While this study hypothesizes relationships between fit and other constructs such
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as satisfaction, intention to leave, and commitment, the main purpose of this study is to
construct and test two new scales and examine whether these two scales relate to different
organizational outcomes differently. There is certainly room for causal examination of the two
newly proposed scales in future research, however, such methodologies are not essential for
the purpose of this paper. Importantly, many studies that took a similar approach to scale
construction made significant impact on their fields. Hence, I find this approach to be very
adequate and well suited to address the problems identified in the current state of the
literature. Cross-sectional data also entail the issue of common method variance, suggesting
that the relationship between variables may be exaggerated. Again this is not a major issue
since it merely suggests that the relationship between PP-PO and PS-PO fit may be inflated by
common method bias, hence making the study represent a conservative test of the
orthogonality or separateness of these constructs. Also, the absolute size of the relationships
found is less important than the relative effects of PP-PO and PS-PO in the prediction of
organizational outcomes of interest. Furthermore, respondent anonymity is protected and this
is also considered an important mean to reduce common method bias (Podsakoff, et al., 2003).
While there are some statistical procedures in place to assess the degree of common method
variance, reported effect sizes in this and any cross-sectional research should be interpreted
cautiously.
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CHAPTER 10
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
With its novelty, this research presents a large number of opportunities for future
research. I will focus on key directions that could promote the understanding and application of
the PP-PO and PS-PO fit concepts.
First, the PP-PO/PS-PO distinction could be tested in different contexts and with
different working populations. One context of interest is organizational change. Organizational
change was shown to impact employees’ sense of fit to a large extent (Caldwell, Herold, &
Fedor, 2004; Meyer, Hecht, Gill, & Toplonytsky, 2010). Organizational change can introduce
modifications to work procedures, rules, values, and goals (PS-PO). It can also impact the
composition of manpower in the workplace, for instance in the case of downsizing, mergers , or
restructuring (PP-PO). Moreover, the system-change and people-change can happen
simultaneously, thus potentially resulting in adverse work conditions for employees. Instead of
looking at the impact of organizational change on broad organizational fit, this study provides
the opportunity to examine two aspects of organizational change (system change and people
change) and to consider their respective impact on PS-PO fit and PP-PO fit. Another context that
deserves future research is non-western cultures. In addition to testing the two scales in non-US
contexts, it is possible that the relative importance of person-based fit and system-based fit will
differ across different cultures according to their beliefs and values. Various country-level
dimensions could be considered and tested in this regard (Hofstede, 2001; Hofstede, Hofstede &
Minkov, 2010).
Second, while this study looks at intention to leave the organization, future research
could measure actual turnover. Meta-analysis (Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005)
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found a small association between organizational fit and actual turnover. The improved
predictive power of PP-PO and PS-PO over the generalized P-O fit measure could contribute to
the prediction of actual turnover. It is also possible, as hypothesized in this work, that the
interaction of PP-PO and PS-PO fit could uncover additional variance in the prediction of
turnover, a highly important outcome in modern organizations. Likewise, the potential
interaction of PP-PO and PS-PO fit could be tested in regard to other outcomes of interest.
Third, it is valuable to identify instances in which PP-PO fit is more impactful than PS-PO
fit and vice versa. For instance, personality factors could moderate the relative impact of each fit
type. It is likely that “social personalities” will be more affected by PP-PO than more
autonomous, independent, and career-oriented individuals who may be more influenced by PSPO fit. Personal motives could also predict people’s relative attention to PP-PO and PS-PO fit.
Namely, if a person cares about a pleasant work environment and positive relationships at work,
PP-PO fit will matter to a great extent, whereas, if a person cares more about career
advancement and personal performance, PS-PO fit may entail a greater importance. In a similar
vein, type of work or industry could reflect about the different types of fit. For example, grouporiented work may increase the need for PP-PO fit while individualistic and competitive nature
of work will result in higher pursuit of PS-PO fit.
Fourth, additional antecedents and consequences could be studied. In-role performance
is one of the most interesting outcomes that were not studied in this work. While research
suggests that person-job fit, person-group fit, and person-supervisor fit have significant impact
on in-role performance, the relationship of P-O fit and performance is overall weak and
insignificant (Kristof-Brown at al., 2005). Using the PP-PO and PS-PO concepts could help to
uncover this seemingly complex relationship. Another outcome of interest is experienced well being. While the link between organizational fit and well-being was demonstrated in previous
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research (Park et al., 2011; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000), the relative contribution or importance of
PP-PO and PS-PO fit are not known at this point. In terms of antecedents, mentorship could
promote both PP-PO and PS-PO fit. It is possible to link different aspects of mentorship (i.e.,
people-orientation, task-related guidance, emotional support) with the different aspects of
organizational fit. Socialization characteristics could also be linked with discrete impact on PPPO and PS-PO fit.
Lastly, while not hypothesized, this study proposes a conceptual distinction between
“fit” and “misfit”. This distinction has received marginal attention in the fit literature thus far,
and empirical examination of such difference could further promote the conceptual clarity of
the organizational fit construct, and contribute to the predictive quality of this construct. Four
new scales are proposed (PP-PO fit, PP-PO misfit, PS-PO fit, and PS-PO misfit), and scholars can
readily use these four scales in their exploration of this important organizational construct.
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APPENDIX A
ONLINE SURVEY CONSENT FORM
You are being invited to participate in a research study titled “RETHINKING PERSONORGANIZATION FIT: OPERATIONALIZATION AND MEASUREMENT OF PERCEIVED PERSONORGANIZATION FIT”. This study is being done by Ben Bulmash and David Lepak from the
University of Massachusetts Amherst. You were selected to participate in this study because
you are a full time worker that has been working for your organization for at least one year.
The purpose of this research study is to learn about employees’ beliefs and attitudes regarding
their relationship with their organizations. If you would like me to keep you apprised on the
publication of this work, please email me at bbulmash@som.umass.edu and I will be sure to
share the results with you. If you agree to take part in this study, you will be asked to complete an
online survey. This survey will ask about your beliefs and thoughts about the organization you
work for and about your job in general and it will take you approximately 25 minutes to
complete.
Upon completion of the survey you will receive a reward. You may not directly benefit from this
research; however, we hope that your participation in the study will contribute to improving
organizational members’ well-being as well as improve the functioning of organizations in
general.
We believe there are no known risks associated with this research study; however, as with any
online related activity the risk of a breach of confidentiality is always possible. To the best of
our ability your answers in this study will remain confidential. We will minimize any risks by
storing the data on a university-secured computer. Only de-identified data may be used on
other password-protected devices. When reported in conferences or papers, the data will be
reported only in aggregate, namely, no individual information will be exposed to others on any
occasion.
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you can withdraw at any time.
If you have questions about this project or if you have a research-related problem, you may
contact the researcher(s), Ben Bulmash [413-687-0210] and David Lepak [413-577-3577]. If you
have any questions concerning your rights as a research subject, you may contact the University
of Massachusetts Amherst Human Research Protection Office (HRPO) at (413) 545-3428 or
humansubjects@ora.umass.edu.
By clicking “I agree” below you are indicating that you are at least 18 years old, have read and
understood this consent form and agree to participate in this research study. Please print a
copy of this page for your records.

I Do Not
Agree

I Agree
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APPENDIX B
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND RESULTS FROM THE PILOT STUDY
The following tables demonstrate the prediction capability of the two newly proposed
PP-PO and PS-PO scales in regression analysis where the outcome of interest is intention to
leave. At Step 1 of the regression model covariates are included: age, gender, education, and
tenure. At Step 2 of the regression, a 5-item scale of general PO fit (items adopted from Cable &
DeRue, 2002 and Saks & Ashforth, 1997) is included. As predicted, PO fit is negatively linked with
intention to leave the organization (B = -0.966, p < 0.001). At Step 3, PP-PO and PS-PO fit scales
are added to the model. Notably, when these two scales are added, the effect of PO fit is no
longer significant and the variance explained is significantly increased from R Square = 0.426 to
0.546 (change significant at p < 0.001).
Table B.1: Results from regression analysis

Model
2 (Constant)

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

B

Beta

PO-fit

37.639
-0.966

-0.586

95.0% Confidence Interval for B
Sig.

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

0.141

-12.677

87.956

0.000

-1.202

-0.730

0.706

-35.797

52.681

𝑅 2 = 0.426; Δ𝑅 2 = 0.305***
3

(Constant)

0.077

0.047

0.718

-0.345

0.499

PS-PO

-0.910

-0.537

0.000

-1.291

-0.530

-0.449

-0.245

0.008

-0.776

-0.122

PP-PO
2

15.965

PO-fit

2

𝑅 = 0.546; Δ𝑅 = 0.120***

N = 129. * P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001.
When comparing the correlation coefficients of the PS-PO and PP-PO with intention to
leave (r = -0.652 and -0.548 respectively, p < 0.001), a two-tailed test does not show significant
difference in the prediction of intention to leave (z = 1.35, p = 0.177). While a difference is
neither theorized nor expected, further exploration of potential differences in future studies is
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worthwhile. Interaction effect between PP-PO and PS-PO was also examined and no significant
effect was found. Lastly, when looking at correlations with person-group fit and person-job fit,
as hypothesized, PP-PO fit is significantly more strongly related with person-group fit (r = 0.785,
p < 0.001 for PP-PO versus 0.584, p < 0.001 for PS-PO fit, z = 4.303, p < 0.001), and PS-PO fit is
significantly more related with person-job fit (r = 0.547, p < 0.001 for PS-PO fit versus r = 0.380, p
< 0.001, z = 2.689, p < 0.01).
Exploratory analysis – fit versus ‘misfit’ perceptions:
In addition to the alternatives proposed the PP-PO and PS-PO scales (Table 13), 4 PP-PO
and 4 PS-PO scales are proposed. Each scale has either all-positive items or all-negative items.
Only in the case of the all-negative PP-PO scale, items that are eliminated in earlier stages (in
the PP-PO and PS-PO scales development) are included, provided with a limited number of
negative PP-PO items to begin with. Also, notably, while there is some overlap between the 8
scales and the mixed PP-PO and PS-PO scales proposed earlier, there are also some differences
given the different nature of the scales, which yielded somewhat different results.
Table B.2: Information on all-positive and all-negative PP-PO and PS-PO scales
Scale:

Number Cronbach’s
of Items Alpha

Negative
items

Correlation
with PG

Correlation Correlation
with PJ
with s. desire

PS-PO scales
Option A

4

0.882

0

0.585***

0.601***

0.224**

Option B

3

0.839

0

0.562***

0.585***

0.207*

Option C

4

0.856

4

0.421***

0.382***

0.360***

Option D

3

0.848

3

0.371***

0.348***

0.360***

Continued onto next page

PP-PO scales
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Option A

4

0.847

0

0.788***

0.402***

0.296***

Option B

3

0.822

0

0.772***

0.401***

0.285**

Option C

4

0.847

4

0.635***

0.350***

0.317***

Option D

3

0.838

3

0.613***

0.293***

0.299***

The Ns of the correlations are 138-140. * P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001.
Observing the results in Table B.2, it is notable that all scales show good reliabilities,
with 4-item scales demonstrating greater reliabilities than the 3-item scales (as expected). Also
expected, and especially notable in the PS-PO scales, the all-negative scales have higher
correlation with social desirability than the all-positive items. There are some additional
differences in terms of the scales’ association with person-group fit and person-job fit that may
worth further interpretation. In terms of the relationships between the positive and negative
scales, the correlation between Pos PP-PO and Neg PP-PO scales ranges 0.536 to 0.609
(p<0.001), and between Pos PS-PO and Neg PS-PO ranges 0.588 to 0.616 (p<0.001), reflecting
sufficient distinctiveness between the positive and negative scales, as suggested by the EFA
results.
In terms of association with other variables, all scales rather equally correlate with
intention to leave (r ranges -0.478 to -0.592, p<0.001) and with person-supervisor fit (r ranges
0.365 to 0.585). Like earlier, the PS-PO fit scales (both positive and negative) demonstrate
moderate negative correlation with tenure. Another way to explore the four possible
combinations: Pos-PP-PO, Neg-PP-PO, Pos-PS-PO, and Neg-PS-PO is to have the four measures in
a single regression predicting intention to leave. As in earl ier regression, general PO fit is
included in Step 2 of the regression. The 4-item scales are used for the regression given their
higher reliability.
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Table B.3: Results from all-positive and all-negative regression analysis

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

B

Beta

Model
2
(Constant)
PO-fit

37.639
-0.966

-0.586

95.0% Confidence Interval for B
Sig.
0.141

Lower Bound
-12.677

Upper Bound
87.956

0.000

-1.202

-0.730

0.305***= 0.426; Δ𝑅 2 = 𝑅 2
3

(Constant)

15.965

0.706

-35.797

52.681

PO-fit

-0.091

-0.055

0.737

-0.624

0.443

Pos-PS

-0.418

-0.252

0.064

-0.860

0.024

Neg-PS

-0.281

-0.194

0.034

-0.540

-0.021

Pos-PP

0.026

0.014

0.891

-0.346

0.398

Neg-PP

-0.479

-0.336

0.000

-0.732

-0.227

𝑅2 = 0.575; Δ𝑅2 = 0.149***

N = 129. * P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001.
It is evident that the four fit scales explain significantly more variance than the general
PO fit scale. Second, while differences between positive and negative PS-PO and PP-PO scales
are not theorized, a comparison of their correlations (r ranges -0.478 to -0.593, p < 0.001) does
not reveal any significant difference in the prediction of intention to leave. Possibly, with a
larger sample (i.e., in the full study), significant differences may be found.
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APPENDIX C
TESTING REGRESSION ASSUMPTIONS FOR FULL DATA ANALYSIS
Testing for linearity between the independent and dependent variables:
The following figures are used to test for linearity between the independent variables
(PP-PO and PS-PO) and the main dependent variables – intention to leave, job satisfaction, and
affective commitment, OCBI, OCBO, and perceived justice. In addition I test for linearity
between PP-PO and PS-PO fit and the other fit types (person-group, person-supervisor, and
person-job). Given the large number of cases, I display both the data’s fit line and the
interpolation line.

Continued onto next page
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Continued onto next page
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Figure C.1: Scatter plot for the independent and dependent variables
The results are rather consistent, with clear linear associations between the
independent and dependent variables. There is no reason to suspect a non-linear relationship
between the independent and dependent variables.
Next, for all regressions I conduct VIF and Durbin-Watson tests, to test for
multicollinearity (a value below 10 is satisfactory) and for independence of observations (a value
around 2 is satisfactory).
In the following analyses, the independent variables are PP-PO and PS-PO. The
dependent variables are the main study outcomes.
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Table C.1: Testing regression assumptions - independence of observations
Regression #

Dependent variable

Durbin-Watson test

1

OCBI

1.844

2

OCBO

1.940

3

Affective commitment

2.011

4

Normative commitment

2.036

5

Procedural justice

1.856

6

Interactional justice

1.858

7

Job satisfaction

1.913

8

Intention to leave

1.896

9

Person-group fit

2.131

10

Person-job fit

1.810

11

Person-supervisor fit

1.957

All Durbin-Watson values are around the value 2, which indicates that there is no
concern regarding dependence of observations. The VIF for PP-PO is 1.836 and for PS-PO it is
1.848, both are low, thus indicating that multicullinearity is also not an issue in this sample. The
graphs below (Figure C.2) indicate, for each regression, whether the standardized residuals have
the same variability across the predicted values (test for homoscedasticity), and also whether
there is normality of residuals. There is nothing very suspicious in the graphs, and they suggest
that the data meet the required standards. In sum, all regressions assumptions are confirmed,
hence, there is no need for transformation of variables, and there is no reason to question the
assumed linear association between the independent and dependent variables.
Regression 1 - OCBI
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Regression 2 - OCBO

Regression 3 – Affective commitment

Continued onto next page
Regression 4 – Normative commitment

135

Regression 5 – Procedural justice

Regression 6 – Interactional justice

Continued onto next page

Regression 7 – Job satisfaction
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Regression 8 – Intention to leave

Regression 9 – person-group fit

Continued onto next page

Regression 10 – person-job fit
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Regression 11 – person-supervisor fit

Figure C.2: Testing for homoscedasticity and normality of residuals
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APPENDIX D
SPLITTING THE SAMPLE BY TENURE IN THE PREDICTION OF OCBI AND OCBO
In order to keep the sample sizes relatively equal and with sufficient number of
responses, I split the sample by tenure of 5 and 10 years. Table D.1 shows the correlations
between PP-PO, PS-PO, OCBI and OCBI when the sample is split.
Table D.1: Supplementary analysis for OCBI and OCBI
Variable
PP-PO
PS-PO
5-year split
Up to 5 years (N=109)
OCB-I
0.309**
0.320**
OCB-O
0.428***
0.565***
10-year split Up to 10 years (N=172)
OCB-I
0.369***
0.375***
OCB-O
0.450***
0.557***
* P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001.

Sig. Diff?
NS
p<0.05
NS
p<0.05

PP-PO
PS-PO
More than 5 years (N=171)
0.512***
0.364***
0.533***
0.527***
More than 10 years (N=108)
0.499***
0.299**
0.559***
0.512***

Sig. Diff?
p<0.01
NS
p<0.01
NS

The results in Table D.1 fully support the hypothesized split based on tenure, whether
the split is at 5 years or 10 years. For less tenured individuals, OCBO is more strongly related to
PS-PO than to PP-PO, while for more tenured individuals OCBO is equally related to PP-PO and
PS-PO. And, for more tenured individuals, OCBI is more strongly linked with PP -PO than with PSPO, while for less tenured workers this difference is not found. Hence, this split according to
tenure makes the link of organizational fit with citizenship behavior clearer and theoretically
sounder.
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APPENDIX E
MEDIATION TESTS – UNSTANDARDIZED EFFECTS
This section repeats the mediation analyses that are presented in Tables 19 and 21, this
time displaying the unstandardized values.
Table E.1: Testing mediation for PP-PO and PS-PO with job satisfaction facets in the prediction of
intention to leave
Relationship:
PP-PO  satisfaction
with people
PP-PO  satisfaction
with supervisor
PS-PO  satisfaction
with work
PS-PO  satisfaction
with pay
PS-PO  satisfaction
with promotions
PS-PO  satisfaction
with job security

Direct without
mediator
-1.210
(p<0.001)
-1.210
(p<0.001)
-1.571
(p<0.001)
-1.571
(p<0.001)
-1.571
(p<0.001)
-1.571
(p<0.001)

Direct with
mediator
-.422
(p=0.059)
-.811
(p=0.001)
-.879
(p<0.001)
-1.114
(p<0.001)
-1.204
(p<0.001)
-1.302
(p<0.001)

Indirect
-.630
-.322
-.515
-.524
-.339
-.205

N=279; presenting unstandardized direct and indirect effects

140

Figure E.1: Mediation with job satisfaction facets, unstandardized values
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Table E.2: Testing mediation for PP-PO and PS-PO with person-group and person-job fit
Relationship:
PP-PO  PG fit  job
satisfaction
PP-PO  PG fit 
intention to leave
PP-PO  PG fit 
affective commitment
PS-PO  PJ fit  job
satisfaction
PS-PO  PJ fit 
intention to leave
PS-PO  PJ fit 
affective commitment

Direct without
mediator
.970 (p<0.001)

Direct with
mediator
.376 NS

Indirect

-1.718
(p<0.001)
2.481
(p<0.001)
1.004
(p<0.001)
-1.950
(p<0.001)
2.668
(p<0.001)

-.059 NS

-1.003

.534
(p=0.039)
.503
(p=0.037)
-.675
(p=0.022)
1.183
(p<0.001)

1.233

.433

.439
-.983
1.195

N=279, PG = person-group; PJ = person-job; presenting unstandardized direct
and indirect effects

Figure E.2: Mediation with person-group and person-job fit, unstandardized values
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APPENDIX F
TESTING THE MEDIATION OF PERCEIVED JUSTICE
Table F.1: Testing mediation effects of perceived justice for PP-PO and PS-PO
Relationship:

Direct without
mediator

Direct with
mediator

Indirect

PP-PO  interact
 job satisfaction
PP-PO  interact
 intention to
leave
PP-PO  interact
 affective
commitment
PS-PO  proc 
job satisfaction

.970 (p<.001)

.787 (p<.001)

.233

Variance explained by the
model including the mediator
(squared multiple correlation)
.261

-1.718
(p<.001)

-1.654
(p<.001)

-.052

.484

2.481 (p<.001)

2.210
(p<.001)

.307

.668

1.004
(p<0.001)

.781 (p=.001)

.275

.262

PS-PO  proc 
intention to leave

-1.950
(p<0.01)

-1.963
(p<.001)

.036

.517

PS-PO  proc 
affective
commitment

2.668
(p<0.001)

2.317
(p<.001)

.397

.682

N=279. Interact = interactional justice, proc = procedural justice
Background variables are controlled for in the above analyses. Figure F.1 below displays
the diagrams for the mediation analyses described in the table. Above the arrow are the direct
associations between fit and intention to leave when the mediator is not included, while below
the arrow are the relationships when the mediator is included.
The hypothesized mediation is rejected in almost all instances. While there is a small
decrease in the direct effect of fit once perceived justice is included in the model, the direct
effect of perceived justice on the three outcome variables (job satisfaction, intention to leave,
and affective commitment) is negligible and in most cases not significant. Although the Chisquare difference test is significant, the other criteria for mediations are not confirmed.
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Figure F.1: Testing for mediation with perceived justice
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